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Oral English examinations based on the National Curriculum for Knowledge  Promotion 
(LK06) are today administered locally, in contrast to written examinations based on the 
LK06, which are administered centrally. The aim of this study has been to find out more 
about the priorities made regarding the locally administered English oral examination at Vg1-
level by investigating the English teachers who function as local and external examiners. 
 
The study has aimed to find out what kind of examination format used at the various schools, 
the procedures for assessment, and to what extent the English teachers find today’s system 
satisfying. The research question of the study is How do teachers prioritize when assessing 
English oral examination at the Vg1 level? Four sub-questions have been formulated in order 
to illuminate the theme further.  
 
The methodology design of the present thesis is qualitative, as the aim with the survey has 
not been to create generalizations, but rather to go in depth of the theme. The data material 
has been gathered by interviewing seven English teacher informants from five various 
counties in the eastern part of Norway about their priorities with regards to the English oral 
examination. The main data collection tool has been a semi-structured interview guide with 
open ended questions that opened up for the informants to bring complementing answers to 
the questions.  
 
The main findings from the analysis are discussed in the thesis, of which the first finding 
suggests that there are variations with regards to the examination format used in the 
examination. The usage of a listening test is especially mentioned as an element that 
increases the variations of format. Furthermore, findings also suggest that there are variations 
with regards to guideline availability, and that this affects the reliability of the examination. 
The findings from this survey agree with previous findings (Yildiz 2011), and is in that 
respect a part of surveys that suggest that the validity of the local oral examination is not 
satisfactory.  	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Sammendrag  
Muntlig eksamen basert på Læreplanverket for Kunnskapsløftet 2006 (LK06) blir per dags 
dato administrert lokalt, i motsetning til skriftlig eksamen basert på LK06 som administreres 
sentralt. Målet med denne studien har vært å få et innblikk i prioriteringene rundt lokalt 
administrert muntlig eksamen i engelsk på Vg1-nivå, ved å undersøke nærmere 
engelsklærerne som fungerer som lokale og eksterne sensorer.  
 
Studien har forsøkt å finne ut hvilke eksamensformat som blir brukt på de ulike skolene, 
rutiner for vurdering, og i hvilken grad engelsklærerne syns dagens system for muntlig 
eksamen er tilfredsstillende. Problemsstillingen som er formulert spør etter How do teachers 
prioritize when assessing English oral examinations at the Vg1-level? Fire underspørsmål til 
problemstillingen er formulert for å belyse temaet ytterligere. 
 
Metoden som er brukt i undersøkelsen er kvalitativ, etter om målet med studien ikke har vært 
å skape generaliseringer, men heller gå i dybden av temaet. Datamaterialet har vært samlet 
inn ved å intervjue syv lærerinformanter fra fem fylker på Østlandet om deres prioriteringer 
og erfaringer med muntlig eksamen. Hoveddatainnsamlingsverktøyet har vært en semi-
strukturert intervjuguide med åpne spørsmål som la til rette for at informantene kunne 
komme med utfyllende svar knyttet til temaene.  
 
Hovedfunn fra analysen diskuteres i oppgaven, hvorav det første foreslår at det er variasjoner 
i formatet som brukes under muntlig eksamen. Spesielt nevnes bruken av lyttetest som et 
element i eksamensformatet som et av elementene som bidrar til variasjonen. Videre foreslår 
funnene at det er variasjoner i grad av tilgang på retningslinjer for vurdering av muntlig 
eksamen og at dette påvirker reliabiliteten av eksamen. Funnene i analysen harmonerer med 
tidligere funn (Yildz 2011) og stiller seg i så måte i rekken av analyser som foreslår at 
validiteten til lokale muntlige eksamener ikke er tilfredsstillende.  
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1 Introduction 
1.1 Background  
 
The spring of 2012 the Norwegian national newspaper Aftenposten published an article about 
oral examinations in their weekly weekend magazine A-magasinet, where a tenth grade 
student was followed through his first oral examination. The article indeed pointed out 
variations as to how oral examinations – for all subjects, not merely English – at the lower 
secondary level was administered and assessed. In the aftermath of the article, it was 
suggested that the variations of the administration and the assessment of oral examinations in 
Norway were too big. Then chair of the Standing Committee on Education, Research and 
Church Affairs, Marianne Aasen, stated that “the same rules within a county should be a 
minimum – the variations today are far too great (Ruud 2012).  
 
 
The idea for the theme of this thesis first came along during an English didactics course at the 
University of Oslo. The seminar group I was attending was asked to watch two videos 
showing two different English oral examination candidates, and then discuss in pairs how we 
would assess their performance. The last part of the session included a discussion where we 
could each present our views on how we would assess the candidates. As the discussion came 
about, it became obvious that there were many various different opinions amongst the 
students as to what and how to prioritize when assessing English oral examinations; some 
students advocated that the context is the most important characteristic to look for, others 
advocated for specific language components, such as pronunciation, vocabulary, and 
intonation, and even preparation. After listening to all the views, the teacher of the session 
was asked if she could explain to us the official guidelines of what to prioritize when 
assessing. She responded with telling us that besides some very general examination 
guidelines, there are no official guidelines in Norway pointing to the assessment of English 
oral examinations; it is all up to the local counties, regions, or schools if they had made any 
guidelines. Needless to say, my peers and I were quite bewildered to hear that; after 
experiencing the different opinions in our classroom, we could imagine how these 
discussions went on out in the real schools with real assessments. I decided that I wanted to 
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look further into this theme; surely, if we disagreed so much in a classroom full of tomorrows 
teachers, there must be a lot of variations of what is prioritized out in the schools as well?  
In order to ensure that they same rules – as Aasen expressed – are used within a county, 
several aspects of the examination and how it is administered should be investigated. This 
thesis aims to investigate the aspect of the examination format as well as the aspect of the 
person conducting the assessment – the rater, or perhaps more precisely the examiner. 
Another part of the examination that should be investigated in order to attain knowledge of 
whether the examinations are the same within a county is the examination task itself. 
However important the aspect of task is, the present study will not investigate the task – or 
tasks – of the examination, as it will merely the administration of the examinations through 
format and examiners.  
 
 
Oral examinations based on the English subject curriculum of the National Curriculum for 
Knowledge Promotion (hereafter, LK06), are to be administered locally. This means that the 
school owner is responsible for administering the examination; no tasks or assessment 
guidelines are provided centrally. In contrast, written examinations based on the LK06, the 
school owner is not the one who administers them, as it is administered centrally. This means 
that the Directorate for Education, Utdanningsdirektoratet (hereafter, UDIR), provides tasks 
and guidelines for written examinations, while merely suggestive guidelines are provided for 
the oral examinations. In other words, it is evident that the oral and the written examinations 
are treated differently, perhaps due to the unlike nature of the examinations. 
 
 
When there are no common guidelines with regards to the oral examination, several questions 
can emerge: What are teachers supposed to assess in oral examination? And who decides the 
examination format? The prominent answers to these questions might be the English subject 
curriculum of the LK06. Nevertheless, what or who decides what is important and what is not 
important when assessing? If it is up merely to each individual examiner, then surely there 
must be many different opinions out there. If such is the case, what are the consequences for 
the student undertaking the examination? Another related question could be with regards to 
new teachers: If there are no common guidelines, then how do they know what to assess? 
These questions are among those who form the basis of the background of the present study, 
and they will be expanded and further formulated when the research question is presented.  
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1.2 Related studies 
Recent studies have shown that teachers in Norwegian schools give grades on a norm-based 
manner (Galloway et.al, 2011; Hægeland et.al., 2005; Throndsen et.al. 2009), which means 
that the students are evaluated relative to each other.  
 
Furthermore, Prøitz and Borgen (2011) suggest that teachers are uncertain of what to assess 
their students, because they find it challenging to operationalize the competence aims of the 
curriculum.  
 
Yildiz has through her master’s thesis found that there are inconsistencies both in the format 
of EFL oral examinations, as well as the assessments and how they are carried out (Yildiz 
2011).  
 
The present study aims to investigate the English oral examinations further, and perhaps find 
results that concord with the finding from recent studies of the same theme.  
 
 
1.3 Research questions and outline of the thesis 
All the above-mentioned questions contributed to my choosing the theme of oral assessment 
for the current thesis. My research statement is as follows: “Oral Assessment Criteria: How 
do teachers prioritize when assessing English oral examinations on Vg1 level?” In order to 
examine this statement thoroughly, the research question has been further explained through 
four sub questions, which will be expanded in chapter 4 Methodology. 
 
 
Before any attempts to find answers to that research statement and sub-questions, it is 
relevant to look at what is being tested, i.e. the construct operationalized in the exam. 
Theoretical construct definitions for both speaking and assessment will be attempted in 
chapters 2 and 3, as well as more specific construct definitions as they are understood in light 
of the English subject curriculum in the LK06. After the theory has been investigated and 
presented in chapters 2 and 3, the already mentioned chapter 4 Methodology presents the 
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research design of the study and investigation. The results from the survey will be presented 
and analyzed in chapter 5 Results and Analysis, before the thesis moves on to chapters 6 
Discussion and 7 Conclusion, followed by a list of references.  
 
 
1.4 Specific terms and clarification  
In the thesis, several terms specific to the theme will be used. Explanations to these will be 
found in the following chapters wherever suitable, yet I find it necessary to in addition 
include a presentation of specific terms at the beginning of the thesis as well. In the 
following, specific terms connected to the theme of assessing oral English in examinations in 
Norway will therefore be listed.  
 
 
The term curriculum points to the National Curriculum for Knowledge Promotion (hereafter 
LK06), where the English subject curricula is a specific sub-chapter specifically aimed at the 
competence aims for English studies. The Directorate for Education (UDIR) provides the 
LK06 curriculum. The school level and area investigated in this thesis is the first year of 
general studies in upper secondary education (hereafter, Vg1).  
 
 
The informants’ educational backgrounds include specific titles to which there are no English 
equivalents. The term adjunkt points to a secondary education teacher with a bachelor’s 
degree, adjunkt med opprykk a secondary education teacher with a bachelor’s degree and 
additional courses, lektor a secondary education teacher with a master’s degree, and a lektor 
med opprykk a secondary education teacher with a master’s degree and additional courses. 
The teachers who assess the oral English examinations will be mostly referred to as 
examiners, yet occasionally as raters, assessors or teachers as well.  
 
 
When describing different languages, the terms L1 and L2 are used. An L1 is the first 
language of a speaker, for many students undertaking an examination this would be 
Norwegian. English, in such cases, would qualify as the student’s the L2. The term EFL or 
ESL is occasionally used when describing English as the L2; these terms abbreviations of the 
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terms English as a Foreign Language or English as a Second Language. 
 
 
I will mention that the terms candidate and student will be used interchangeably in the thesis, 
both terms pointing to the person undertaking the examination, and the usage of he and she 
when mentioning students is arbitrary. The assessors of the examinations will in this thesis be 
referred to as examiners, both internal and external. The term describing the end result of the 
examination for the candidate can be both grade and mark; this thesis uses the term grade. 
 
 
After the work of the present thesis began, the English subject curriculum has been altered, 
from having three main competence areas: Language learning; Communication; and Culture, 
society, and literature in the ENG1-02 English subject curriculum (KD 2010c) curriculum 
now has four main competence areas in the ENG1-03 from 2013: Language learning; Oral 
communication; Written communication; and Culture, society and literature. (KD 2013b). 
This thesis is based on the ENG1-02 English subject curriculum for Vg1 –programmes for 
general studies and Vg2 – vocational education pragrammes (KD 2010c). 
 
 
The present thesis has been written over the course of several years. During these years, 
changes not only to the curriculum as mentioned above, but also to the examination 
guidelines have been made. Please note that the first five chapters are based one the versions 
of both curricula and examination guidelines from before the newest changes in 2013 and 
2014 (KD 2013a; KD2014). The last two chapters both mention the new set of local oral 
examination guidelines.  
 
 




2 Speaking  
 
2.1 Introduction 
Alderson explains that a construct is “a psychological concept, which derives from a theory 
of the ability to be tested.” (2000:118) In order to assess speaking, it is thus important to 
know something about what both speaking and assessment is. In the present chapter I will 
begin with attempting a theoretical definition of speaking, as recent theory of the concept of 
speaking will be presented. The chapter then moves on to presenting a digest of the history of 
speaking. Next, the chapter moves on to presenting how the concept of speaking is 
understood and operationalized in light of the LK06 English subject curriculum. The 
construct of assessment will be further described in the following chapter 3 Assessment.  
 
 
Before the chapter begins, I will mention that large parts of this chapter and the next are 
based on the book “Assessing Speaking” by Sari Luoma (2004) as well as “Teaching and 
Researching Speaking” by Rebecca Hughes (2011).   
 
 
2.2 Describing the spoken language 
2.2.1 Introduction 
Speaking is a part of most people’s daily life; we speak in a variety of different situations 
with a variety of different people and for a variety of different reasons. However, Dan 
Douglas says that “no two listeners hear the same message,” and furthermore that this can be 
a source of bias (1997:22 in: Hughes 2011). As assessors of spoken language it is thus 
important to be aware of and take into account some of the factors influence spoken 
language, so that teachers, as professional raters, can provide a rightful assessment of our 
students and candidates. Statistically, the most prominent genre in spoken language is the 
casual conversation (Hughes 2011:84). However, in EFL examinations, the competence aims 
of the LK06 on Vg1 level are supposed to be tested (KD 2010b). These competence aims 
include for instance the ability to “use an academic vocabulary,” in addition to be using a 
wide general vocabulary (KD 2010c). In the following sections, I will therefore look at 
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descriptions of spoken language that includes more than merely the casual conversation. And 
what exactly is it that is special about spoken language? Is it merely written language uttered 
through the spoken mode? And how can spoken language be described? I will try to answer 
these questions in the following sections.  
 
 
There are many factors that influences how we speak, why we speak, to whom we speak, 
what we speak about, and so on and so forth. J. Michael O’Malley and Lorraine Valdez 
Pierce (1996:59) describe speaking as “negotiating intended meanings and adjusting one’s 
speech to produce the desired effect on the listener.” (In: Hughes 2011:89).  
 
 
2.2.2 Spoken language 
Hughes (2011) describes that the skill of speech can be separated into three main categories: 
Organization and behavior, Structure, and Sound (Hughes 2011:7). All of these categories 
have sub-layers that describe the areas that are subject to research of speech and 
conversation. The first category includes the fields of psycho- and sociolinguistics, 
pragmatics, kinesics, and discourse and conversational analysis. Furthermore, Structure 
includes syntax and grammar, morphology, lexical/vocabulary studies, and phonology. 
Lastly, the area of sound has several sub-categories which have been subject to research: 
phonetics, phonemics, and prosody/intonation studies (Hughes 2011:7).  
 
 
Luoma (2004) outlines a description of the spoken language where she includes five 
characteristics of the spoken language: the sound of speech, spoken grammar, vocabulary, 
slips and errors, and processing and reciprocity. The first point, the sound of speech, can 
refer to several features, such as “individual sounds, pitch, volume, speed, pausing, stress and 
intonation.” (Luoma 2004:11). Secondly, Luoma describes that spoken grammar differs from 
written grammar in that it contains word chunks and idea units, more than whole sentences 
(Luoma 2004). Spoken language is a much more dynamic situation than that of written 
language, and it can be more impulsive and unplanned than written language. Of course, 
there are examples of oral-like written language, such as interactive chatting or text 
messaging, and written-like oral language, for instance an academic lecture (Chafe & 
	  8	  
Danielewicz 1987:94 in: Hughes 2011:13). In general terms, however, one can say that the 
difference in spoken and written grammar lies in the degree one uses idea units or whole 
sentences. Furthermore, Luoma’s description includes vocabulary as a characteristic of 
spoken language, and mentions that in language assessment situations, vocabulary is often 
used as an indicator of how well a candidate masters the language: the more complicated 
vocabulary, the better language ability (Luoma 2004). However, that is not always the case. 
Since ‘ordinary’ words are also an important part of the spoken language discourse, the use 
of such words describes limited language use no more than it describes advanced language 
use (Luoma 2004:17). Nevertheless, there are characteristics to look for to find distinguish an 
advanced vocabulary from a poor vocabulary. For instance, characteristics of advanced 
vocabulary includes the ability to use specific words in addition to generic words, knowing 
when and how to use hesitation markers fixed phrases, and fillers, and smallwords [sic.], such 
as really, I mean and oh, (Luoma 2004:16-19; 89; Hasselgren 1998). 
 
 
Interestingly, Luoma adds slips and errors to her description of spoken language. Luoma 
reminds us: “normal speech contains a fair number of slips and errors such as mispronounces 
words, mixed sounds, and wrong words due to inattention.” (Luoma 2004:19) Thus, slips and 




2.2.3 Variations within spoken language 
Luoma (2004) describes speaking as a meaningful interaction between people. Indeed, 
Bachman & Palmer (2011:33) describes language ability as a “capacity that enables language 
users to create and interpret discourse.” A central aspect to the discussion of speech is, 
according to Hughes, the dichotomy between the language competence and the performance 
of it (Hughes 2011:17). In this respect it is therefore interesting to look at different situations 
in which speaking occurs, and look at the variations within the spoken language. 
 
 
As mentioned above, we speak for a variety of reasons, and our aim for speaking can vary 
greatly from one context to another. Luoma describes that we can use speaking both to 
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inform and to chat, and furthermore that we speak in different social situations. In 1972, 
sociolinguist Dell Hymes presented an acronym to summarize concerns linked to talking in 
different social situations: S-P-E-A-K-I-N-G (Hymes 1972 in: Luoma 2004). This acronym 
stands for different aspects of speaking, and it describes premises present in a speaking 
situation. The S stands for Situation, which involves the physical setting of the speaking 
situation. Next, P represents Participants, which includes the speaker, the hearer, the 
audience and so on, while E the Ends, which includes the “conventional outcomes of the 
event, if any.” (Luoma 2004:25) The next letter, A, represents the Act sequence and involves 
the form and content of the speech acts, followed by K, for Key. The key describes the “tone, 
manner, or spirit of act; for instance supportive, friendly, open, formal, impersonal, tentative, 
withdrawn.” (Luoma 2004:25). The I and the N stands for Instrumentalities and Norms, 
respectively, where the first represents the channel or mode, while the latter represents norms 
of interpretation and interaction. The final letter, G, stands for Genre, which describes 
different categories (Luoma 2004). Furthermore, Douglas (2004 in: Hughes 2011) describes 
domains that are in relation to speaking, such as setting, participants, purpose, topical 
content, tone, language, norms of interaction, and lastly genre.  
 
 
2.2.4 Spoken language in contrast to written language 
At the beginning of this chapter, I asked the question if spoken language is merely written 
language presented through the spoken mode. Hughes (2011) claims that it is not; there are 
more differences between spoken and written language than just the mode. For instance, she 
lists some general points regarding the contrasts in the production of the spoken discourse 
and the production of the written discourse: While written discourse is static, visual/motoric, 
non-transient, and planned, spoken discourse is dynamic, oral/aural, transient, and unplanned 
(Hughes 2011:11).  
 
 
Another contrast regarding the production of spoken and written language is context. In 
written language, context is not vital, yet spoken language is highly context dependent 
(Hughes 2011:11). Luoma draws on Bachman and Palmer’s definition of speaking tasks 
(1996 in: Luoma 2004), as she suggests that the speaking tasks used to test spoken language 
“involve speakers un using language for the purpose of achieving a particular goal or 
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objective in a particular speaking situation” (2004:30). The role of the context, therefore, has 
to be included both in test making as well as in the assessment of the spoken language, in a 
greater extent perhaps than that of tests of the written language. Indeed, Hughes suggests 
“speech genres, context and purpose of talk needs to be taken into account in relation to a full 
discussion of ‘authentic’ oral testing” (2011:94). Bachman describes that context is of distinct 
importance and exceeds “beyond the sentences to the appropriate use of language,” and 
further that the context includes both the context of which the sentences are a part, i.e. the 
discourse, as well as the sociolinguistic situation, which governs the discourse (1990:82-83). 
 
 
There are yet more contrasting language components between spoken and written language 
regarding the social aspect. While spoken discourse is primary, written discourse is 
secondary. In addition, spoken language is both rhetorical and stigmatized, while written 
language is more logical and prestigious (Hughes 2011:12). Furthermore, spoken is informal, 
inter-personal, and changing, while written is formal, contractual, and conservative (Hughes 
2011:12). Finally, Luoma mentions Bygate’s point that reciprocity is a vital part of 
conversation, and in fact is an important characteristic as to what contrasts speaking from 
writing (Luoma 2004:20). The situation where spoken language is assessed is by nature 
dynamic, and the interaction between the examiner and the candidate can in many ways be 




2.3 Historical overview 
Throughout the years of language history, there have been many attempts to describe what 
language is and which components included in what we call language ability. In the 
following sections, I will provide an overview of the above-mentioned historical views. The 
aim is to provide a general overview of the history of language, and by no means to provide 
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2.3.1 The 1960s 
In the 1960s, Noam Chomsky described that language was not a result of a social 
development, but rather a result of an innate language ability, “a language acquisition 
device.” (LAD) (Simensen 2007:80). He advocated the view that all human beings have a 
universal grammar (UG) implemented in the brain, which means that all human beings have 
the ability to learn basic structures of a language without the influence of other people. 
Chomsky’s view of language learning was concerned with L1 learning and not specifically 
L2 learning, but his theory was interpreted to be relevant to all language learning, not merely 
L1 learning.  
 
 
This description of language, with only two components, was not satisfactory to all language 
researches, which in terms led to a development in which a third element was included in the 
definition of language ability and language learning. This development is further described in 
the next section.  
 
 
2.3.2 The 1970s 
Critics of Chomsky’s views argued that the language definition he had proposed in fact 
lacked descriptions of discourse and sociocultural aspects of speech. Sandra Savignon, along 
with other linguists, was one of the first to say that communication is an aspect that should be 
included in the way we see language. Savignon later described communication as: 
 
 
 “dynamic rather than …static … It depends on the negotiation of meaning 
between two or more persons. …[It] is context specific. Communication takes 
place in an infinite variety of situations, and success in a particular role depends 
on one’s understanding of the context and on prior experience of a similar kind.”  
(Savignion 1983:8-9 in: Bachman 1990:83) 
 
 
Furthermore, Dell Hymes was highly influential in the development of including 
communication into language use. In 1972 he coined the term communicative competence, 
which he further described as having the knowledge of “when to speak, when not, and as to 
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what to talk about with whom, when, where, in what manner” (Hymes 1972 in: Simensen 
2007:72). In other words, he believed that in order to try to define language use, it was 
crucial to include communication. The development of communicative competence came as a 
reaction to the grammar focused theory of the 60s, and has since taken its place next to 
Chomsky’s view as one of the two leading theories in language learning.  
 
 
Another contribution to the debate on communicative language learning was that of Henry 
Widdowson. In 1972, he described how teaching merely syntactic structures of a language 
has little value on its own; one has to teach how to use the sentences to perform various 
social acts, such as make requests, ask questions, give orders; in other words to communicate 
(Widdowson 1972:16 in: Hughes 2011:145).  
 
 
2.3.3 The 1980s 
A further development of the communicative competence view in the 1970s was seen in the 
1980s. In 1980, Canale and Swain introduced what could be seen as a tentative definition of 
language performance, as they suggested that language should consist of three main 
competences, namely grammatical competence, sociolinguistic competence and discourse 
competence, in addition to strategic competence (Canale & Swain 1980 in: Bachman 
1990:85; Hughes 2011:105). Hughes mentions that these competences have all been used by 
the Council of Europe during the last three or four decades (Hughes 2011:105).  
 
 
Another view that was developed during the 1980s – and still is supported – is what is known 
as Stephen Krashen’s input hypothesis. This view relates only to acquisition, and considers 
how learners should only be exposed to comprehensible input, in other words “learners need 
to understand the meaning first” before they can acquire new language (Simensen 2007:82). 
This view places the learner in a situation where he, when exposed to enough comprehensible 
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2.3.4 Current views 
One can say that the communicative aspect of language acquisition has remained and is still a 
part of the view of language competence. In addition to the above-mentioned suggestions of 
what language competence is, Lyle F. Bachman developed a theory consisting of two main 
components: organizational competence and pragmatic competence (Bachman 1990). The 
Common European Framework Reference of Language (hereafter, CEFR) operates with a 
rather similar framework for the language ability. It divides language competence into three 
main parts: Linguistic competence; Sociolinguistic competence; and Strategic competence 
(Council of Europe 2004).   
 
 
The English subject curriculum of the LK06 clearly states that communication is an 
important part of the learner’s language competence, as communication is stated as one of 
three1 main competence areas (KD 2010c). This will be expanded in the next section, where a 
comprehensible construct definition of speaking as it is seen in the LK06 is attempted.  
 
 
2.4 LK06 and speaking 
The prior sections of the present chapter have described what speaking is through attempting 
to define the construct. In the following sections, I will look at speaking in light of the 
English subject curriculum of the LK06, as I will suggest how speaking is operationalized 
through the subject curriculum. More specifically, I will look at the sides of speaking which 
relates to the testing of speaking found in the English Oral Examination at Vg1 level.  
 
 
The English subject curriculum is divided into three main areas: Language learning; 
Communication; and Culture, society and literature2. According to Simensen, this division is 
impacted by the Common European Framework Reference (hereafter, CEFR), since the 
CEFR has been an inspiration for the Norwegian curricula the last decades (2007:105). As for 
the case of the assessment of speaking at the Vg1 level, it is crucial to know exactly what we 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Four main competence areas are listed in the newest and revised English subject curriculum; Communication has changed 
2 Four main competence areas are listed in the newest and revised English subject curriculum; Communication has changed 
to Oral communication and Written communication (KD 2013b). 	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measure before we enter the scene of testing. Bøhn (2011) suggests that several the 
competence aims within these main areas can form two different constructs, namely Oral 
speaking ability and Content knowledge. The first and perhaps most salient construct of the 
two is Oral Speaking Ability, which is built on the competence aims from the Communication 
area of the subject curriculum. Oral skill is one of the basic skills of the LK06, and it includes 
“ being able to both listen and speak” (KD 2010c). The competence aims included in the 
construct Oral Speaking Ability as defined by Bøhn are: 
 
 
“(the pupil shall be able to:) 
• understand and use a wide general vocabulary and an academic vocabulary related to 
his/her own education programme  
• understand oral and written presentations about general and specialised themes related 
to his/her own education programme  
• express him/herself in writing and orally in a varied, differentiated and precise 
manner, with good progression and coherence 
• select and use appropriate reading and listening strategies to locate information in oral 
and written texts 
• select and use appropriate writing and speaking strategies that are adapted to a 
purpose, situation and genre 




Furthermore, the second construct is based on competence aims from the Culture, society and 
literature and the Language learning areas of the subject curriculum. Even though this 
construct is not directly linked to the construct of communicative competence, it is still 
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relevant to the examination situation, as it may still be subject to testing according to the 
Regulations to the Education Act (Bøhn 2011). The competence aims Bøhn includes in the 
construct Content knowledge are: 
 
“(the pupil shall be able to:)  
• discuss social and cultural conditions and values from a number of English-speaking 
countries 
• present and discuss international news topics and current events  
• give an account of the use of English as a universal world language  
• discuss and elaborate on English texts from a selection of different genres, poems, 
short stories, novels, films and theatre plays from different epochs and parts of the 
world  
• discuss literature by and about indigenous peoples in the English-speaking world  
• describe and evaluate the effects of different verbal forms of expression  
• assess and comment on his/her progress in learning English” 
(KD 2010c) 
 
The English subject curriculum obviously includes more competence aims than those 
presented above, which relate to reading, writing, learning strategies, use of sources, use of 
digital tools, and so on. However, not all of those competence aims in the curriculum are 
relevant to the examination situation, and since it is the performance during the examination 
that is supposed to be tested, they are not included in the constructs (Bøhn 2011; KD 2010). 
Characteristics from the competence aims presented in the above-mentioned constructs give a 
somewhat clear understanding of what is to be tested in the English oral examination at Vg1 
level; it includes vocabulary, conversation skills, oral and aural skills, intercultural 
competence, literature competence, and so on.  
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2.5 Chapter summary 
In this chapter, a construct definition of speaking has been attempted, in particular by 
investigating theory, both regarding speaking in general as well as speaking as it is defined in 
the LK06. First, the chapter introduces theory that describes spoken language as well as 
variations of the spoken language, and in addition how oral language differs from written 
language. Further, a digest of the most salient historical views of spoken from the 1960s until 
today was presented; it is suggested that the development of including communication into 
spoken language ability from the 1970s still is prevailing. This is clearly seen in the 
competence aims of the English subject curriculum of the LK06, and an investigation of the 
competence aims in the curriculum is presented. The speaking constructs from the curriculum 
operationalized in the English oral examination are oral speaking ability and content 
knowledge, as suggested by Bøhn (2011). These will be seen together with the construct of 
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3 Assessment  
 
In this chapter, I will try to define what is meant by assessment. I will begin by looking at 
some of the traditional, as well as recent literature on the area, and link this to the LK06, the 
Education Act, and the Regulations the Education Act. Next I will examine examination 
formats, in the literature as well as in what the Norwegian Directorate for Education (UDIR) 
has to say, with focus on the format of the oral examinations.  
 
 
3.1 General terms  
3.1.1 Why do we assess? 
In the following I will present some general terms used in assessment, terms such as 
formative and summative assessment, high stakes and low stakes, types of assessment, and 
formal versus informal assessment. However, before I go further into them to them, I will 




Bachman and Palmer mention that we use assessment to collect information in order to make 
decisions that will have consequences on different levels (2010). For instance, the oral 
English examination at the Vg1 level provides a grade for each candidate on the basis of her 
performance on the examination, and the grade given has an effect on the average score of 
the students’ report card. In fact, it has just as big an influence on the grade point average as 
do the other grades on the report card. The grades on the report card are those who decide 
whether or not a student is accepted into further studies, for instance in higher education. This 
means grades will be the information that future schools or employees need in order to see 
the student’s level of proficiency, usually for admission purposes. 
 
 
There are also other reasons why we assess, and one of them is to be able to give feedback to 
for instance teachers and school authorities about different teaching methods, or on programs 
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in relation to resources spent. The information collected can also be used for research 
purposes. 
  
3.1.2 Formative and summative assessment 
Before I move any further into assessing speaking, I would like to define a few basic 
concepts of assessment. First of all, there are two major distinctions made regarding 
assessment, namely formative and summative assessment. The first, as I touched upon above, 
formative assessment, usually takes place during a program or semester, for instance to “help 
students guide their own subsequent learning, or for helping teachers modify their teaching 
methods” (Bachman & Palmer 2010:197). Summative assessment is more frequently used at 
the end of a program or semester, and it is used to describe a students’ achievement or 
progress (Bachman & Palmer 2010:197). The English oral examination is an example of a 
summative assessment; the grade achieved at the examination is final and it reflects the 
competence shown during the examination (KD 2010).  
 
 
3.1.3 High stakes and low stakes 
Next, the different assessment decisions can be either high stakes or low stakes. Bachman 
and Palmer say that the consequences of a high stakes decision “are those that are likely to 
have major consequences for the lives of individuals” (2010:195). Seen in relation to the 
distinctions made above regarding formative and summative assessment, one can say that a 
summative assessment, such as an end-of-term examination, in many cases will be high 




In addition to being summative – since the grade given is final at the end of the term – the 
English oral examination of current investigation is also a high stakes assessment. The 
consequences of the decisions made by the assessors, in the form of a grade from one to six, 
will impact the student’s average grade score, which again will have an impact on each 
student’s further academic admissions and/or job career.  
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3.2 Types of assessment and tasks 
3.2.1 A history of assessment  
Before I begin describing two of the main kinds of language tests, I find it relevant to refer to 
four major historical movements in language testing, described by Brown (1996). The first 
movement Brown mentions is called the prescientific movement (1996:23). This movement, 
or historical period, is recognized by the wide use of grammar translation testing. The tests 
are often developed by the teacher and not through any kind of cooperation with other 
teachers or assessors.  
 
 
The second movement described by Brown is the Psychometric-structuralist movement, 
which is influenced by behavioral psychology; it differs from the prescientific movement in 
that that it follows scientific principles (1996:24). This was to ensure that the tests are more 
reliable, more objective, and more precise. Brown classifies the third movement as the 
integrative-sociolinguist movement. This movement, Brown says, “has its roots in the 
argument that language is creative” (1996:24). Ultimately, this means that language needs to 
be put into context when it is tested and not tested as separate parts, as in discrete-point 
testing. This movement was the predecessor for the fourth movement, which is still active 
today, the communicative movement. The communicative movement describes language as 
more than grammatical control; it includes the knowledge of the appropriate use of the 




3.2.2 Norm referenced testing and criterion referenced testing 
Brown (1996) distinguishes between two major kinds of testing; norm referenced testing 
(hereafter, NRT) and criterion referenced testing (hereafter, CRT). He mentions that even 
though the distinction between these two categories of tests were only gradually becoming a 
part of the language testing theory in the mid 1990’s, it is still important to make this 
distinction, because it can “help language teachers to make much better make much better 
decisions about their students.” (Brown 1996:2)  
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An NRT test measures global abilities, for instance English language proficiency, academic 
listening ability, reading comprehension and so on (Brown 1996). The results of an NRT test 
will have a normal distribution, since each test taker’s scores are  measured against the others 
(Brown 1996). This stands in contrast to the CRT, which measures well-defined and specific 
objectives; the purpose of a CRT is to measure what the candidate has learned throughout a 
semester or course (Brown 1996). The results from a CRT does not necessarily have a normal 
distribution, as the results are not measured against the other results, but rather against the 
criteria for the test.  
 
 
The differences between NRT and CRT that were described above are displayed in Table 3.1 
below, adapted from Brown (Brown 1996:5).  
	  
	  
Table	  3.1:	  Differences	  between	  norm-­‐referenced	  and	  criterion-­‐referenced	  tests	  	  
Characteristic	   Norm-­‐Referenced	   Criterion-­‐Referenced	  
Type	  of	  Interpretation	   Relative	  (A	  student’s	  performance	  is	  compared	  to	  that	  of	  all	  other	  students	  in	  percentile	  terms.)	   Absolute.	  (A	  student’s	  performance	  is	  compared	  inly	  to	  the	  amount,	  or	  percentage,	  of	  material	  learned)	  
Type	  of	  Measurement	   To	  measure	  general	  language	  abilities	  or	  proficiencies	   To	  measure	  specific	  objectives-­‐based	  language	  points	  
Purpose	  of	  testing	   Spread	  students	  out	  along	  a	  continuum	  of	  general	  abilities	  or	  proficiencies	   Assess	  the	  amount	  of	  material	  known,	  or	  learned,	  by	  each	  student	  
Distribution	  of	  scores	   Normal	  distribution	  of	  scores	  around	  a	  mean	   Varies,	  usually	  nonnormal	  (students	  who	  know	  all	  of	  the	  material	  should	  normally	  score	  100%	  
Test	  structure	   A	  few	  relative	  long	  subtests	  with	  a	  variety	  of	  question	  contents	   A	  series	  of	  short,	  well-­‐defined	  subtests	  with	  similar	  question	  contents	  




3.2.3 Test types 
Brown points the need to use different kinds of tests for different types of purposes (1996). 
He describes the four test types that are the four most common in language testing, namely 
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proficiency, placement, achievement, and diagnostic, which he calls language testing 
functions (Alderson, Krahnke, & Stansfield 1987, in: Brown 1996:8). These can be seen in 
light of the two already mentioned language testing methods; NRT corresponds to the 
proficiency and placement functions, while CRT corresponds to achievement and diagnostic. 
The NRTs are used for program level decisions, for instance at the end of a program or 
course (Brown 1996). CRTs, on the other hand, are more commonly used in classroom-level 
decisions (Brown 1996). Below, table 3.2 outlines the different traits and uses of Brown’s 
four language testing functions. 
 
 	  	  




3.2.4 Criterion-referenced achievement test  
The purpose of the English oral examination, which takes place at the end of the school year, 
is to measure the student’s competence relative to a criterion; the criterion being the LK06 
curriculum. The circular letter Individuell vurdering i grunnskolen og videregående 
Type of Decision 
 
                                              Norm-Referenced                                          Criterion-Referenced 
 
Test Qualities Proficiency Placement Achievement Diagnostic 
Detail of 
Information 
Very General General Specific Very Specific 
Focus Usually, general 
skills prerequisite to 
entry 
Learning points all 
levels and skills of 
program  
Terminal objectives 











To find each 
student’s 
appropriate level 
To determine the 
degree of learning 
for advancement or 
graduation  
To inform students 






other institutions  
Comparison within 
program 
Directly related to 
objectives of 
program 
Directly related to 
objectives still 
needing work 
When Administered Before entry and 
sometimes at exit 
Beginning of 
program 
End of courses Beginning and/or 
middle of courses 
Interpretation of 
Scores 







opplæring states that the student’s competence as it is shown on the examination is what 
should be assessed (KD 2010b). When mentioning competence, it further states that the 
competence should be seen in relation to the competence aims of the curriculum. These 
competence aims together form the criteria against which the student’s are measured, and this 
points to the direction that the examination is criterion based. In addition, the oral 
examination assessment is absolute, which means that each student’s score is meaningful 
without any reference to the other students, which is also typical for criterion-referenced tests 
(Brown 1996:2).  
 
 
Looking at the second table, one can see that Brown differs between two different kinds of 
criterion-referenced tests; either achievement or diagnostic. The English oral examination is a 
kind if test with most similarities with the achievement test, because it is a test with a specific 
content administered at the end of the school year; the interpretation of the scores are based 
on the amount of subject objectives learned; and the scores decisions determine the level of 




To sum up the points above, the English oral examination is primarily a criterion-referenced 
achievement test.  
 
 
3.3 Format  
3.3.1 LK06 Guidelines on the oral examination  
In the following sections, I will outline what the UDIR says about the organization of the oral 
examinations. Unless stated otherwise, the information below is paraphrased from the 
circular letter Rundskriv Udir-1-2010, which deals with the Regulations to chapter 3 of the 
Education Act (KD 2010). The information in the circular letter has been translated, as it is 
currently only available in Norwegian.3 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 I do not find it relevant to explicitly mention how all the technical terms have been translated, but I do find it relevant to 
mention that the term skal has been translated with should.  
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The English subject curriculum states that at the students can be selected for an oral 
examination at the Vg1 program for general studies and the Vg2 vocational education 
studies, which is to be prepared and graded locally (KD 2010c). This means that the county 
authority is responsible for the oral examinations at the upper secondary level, although it is 
allowed to delegate that responsibility to the municipalities or the individual schools if it 
finds that necessary and responsible. There are few central influences on the oral 
examinations regarding the preparations and assessments of the oral examinations, as 
opposed to the written examinations, for which the task, assessment criteria and other 
relevant information regarding the examination are provided by the UDIR (KD 2010c). The 
following includes the general guidelines as well as the specific guidelines applicable to the 
oral examination in upper secondary education.  
 
 
Firstly, the candidates are to be given the subject of examination at least 48 hours before the 
examination, more if those 48 hours include a weekend or a public holiday. Secondly, the 
oral examination is supposed to take no more than 30 minutes, and it can be divided into two 
parts: A preparation part and an examination part. The preparation part is in general not to be 
included the assessment for the grading, but there are exceptions, for instance for vocational 
studies. Thirdly, it is stated that it is the competence as it appears during the examination that 
is to be assessed, and the format of the examination must therefore be as such that it gives the 
candidate the opportunity of doing just that. The candidate can be tested in the entire subject 
curriculum, which more specifically means the different competence aims. 
 
 
Each examination should have two assessors4; one of them must be external. The subject 
teacher is obliged to participate as an assessor of the examination, and he can also be the 
assessor who participates with the candidate in the interaction part. If the 30-minute 
examination includes a preparation ahead of the examination, it should include more than 
merely a presentation of a prepared part; one of the examiners must also examine the 
candidate through an interaction part.  
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  Administrators	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3.4 Reliability and validity  
Hughes states that when “the stakes are high, the pressure on the assessment is also 
significant” (2011:97). This emphasizes the reasons why the grades given, as a result of the 
testing, should be the outcome reliable and valid processes. In the following sections of this 
chapter, I will take a look at reliability and validity in general, and their importance with 
regard to the assessment of speaking. 
 
 
3.4.1 Reliability in general terms 
Reliability deals with the consistency of what is measured, and reliability is an important 
element in making scores dependable for decision-making (Luoma 2006:176). Luoma 
outlines three different types of reliability that are relevant for speaking assessments, namely 
intra-rating reliability, inter-rater reliability, and parallel form reliability (2006:179-180). The 
first one, intra-rater reliability is concerned with the internal consistency of the individual 
rater and how they agree with themselves over a period of time (Luoma 2006:179). Inter-rater 
reliability, on the other hand, is not merely concerned with the agreement of one rater, but the 
agreement between several raters. This does not mean that they have the exact same opinion 
when rating, but they “rate performances similarly.” (Luoma 2006:179) The third reliability 
type Luoma describes is parallel form reliability, and it is concerned with the consistency of 
the scores from two or more different tests (Luoma 2006:180).  
 
 
An important question to ask concerning reliability is: How can we ensure reliability? With 
regards to the oral English examination, there are several elements that can be used to judge 
or secure reliability, for instance the task itself, the assessment scales, or the rater. Luoma 
suggests that well-defined rating criteria is crucial to ensure inter-rating reliability 
(2006:180). Barnwell suggests that high rater-reliability only can be ensured through rater 
training (Barnwell 1989, in: Fulcher 1997). A rater training activity may be administered in 
various ways, one of which can include a number of raters who are given the task to rate a 
student performance, for instance a video recorded performance, and then discuss the grades 
and the rating decisions. This being said, rater training has been criticized for changing the 
individual’s perception of the world through indoctrination, without proving that the rating is 
in fact valid (Fulcher 1997).  
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3.4.2 Construct validity 
Construct validity is a fundamental quality in language testing, since a test can be reliable 
without being valid. Indeed, Luoma says that construct validity is “the most important quality 
in all assessments.” (2006:7) The key question to ask concerning construct analysis is: Does 
it measure what it is supposed to measure? In the case of language testing, a more specific 
question could be: Does the test assess what it is supposed to assess? In order to find that out, 
one first has to define what it is one wants to measure: the construct.  
 
 
There are several ways of defining a construct, and Luoma mentions three frameworks that 
are particularly relevant for speaking constructs, of which the first is linguistically oriented 
(Luoma 2006:162). The linguistically oriented framework is focusing on explicit 
linguistically characteristics such as vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation, and so on. The 
constructs are often operationalized through planned speaking situations, such as apologizing 
and explaining (Luoma 2006). Furthermore, Luoma describes a communication-oriented 
framework that has communication as its primary goal (Luoma 2006:162). This can be 
realized through task including explaining, narrating, defending an opinion, and so on. The 
third framework of speaking constructs listed by Luoma is the situation-based framework, 
where the student is given the task of communicating within a specific area. (2006:163) This 




Luoma says that English “is a means for communication rather than the goal itself;” this is 
true also of the oral examination of current investigation (Luoma 2006:124). Indeed, when 
reading the first section of the English subject curriculum “objectives of the subject,” one can 
see that the most salient focus of the curriculum seems to be communication. It describes that 
we need English for communication with people with other languages, that we need to 
develop various skills and then adapt those skills to various communicative situations, that 
there is a need also to learn different strategies to understand and to be understood, and that 
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In light of the types of speaking constructs mentioned above, it is obvious that the construct 





3.5 Rating scales 
3.5.1 Tasks 
Luoma claims “task design is a very important element in developing assessments.” 
(2006:29) In light of this it is relevant to ask: what does the LK06 say about the task design? 
When looking at the annotations to the guidelines for the examination guidelines, one can 
read that the tasks for the oral examinations are to be created locally, along with task 
assessments (KD 2014). This can mean that the school owner, which is the state authority in 
the case of examinations at Vg1 level, is to make tasks, or it can mean that each individual 
school makes the tasks, if the school owner finds it appropriate.  
 
 
3.5.2 Rating scales 
Bachman and Palmer as well as Luoma agree that there should be a set of rating criteria 
following the tasks (2010, 2006). Making rating scales for assessing language can be 
somewhat challenging, since it is supposed to reflect the complexity of language in a small 
number of words (North 1996 in: Luoma 2006:59). Nevertheless, it is recommended that 
rating scales be used for language assessments (Bachman & Palmer 2010, Luoma 2006). A 
rating scale can be either holistic, that is, global, or analytic. Bachman and Palmer describe 
that holistic scales are more widely used than analytic scales, but they refrain from using 
them because they often contain several challenges (2010:338). They mention that the 
interpretation of those scales can be problematic since it can be difficult knowing what each 
score reflects, that hidden components can be assessed and weighed differently and further 
that it can be challenging assigning the levels of the scale (Bachman & Palmer 2010:340-1). 
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They state that analytic scales, which better reflect the different components of language, 
should be used (Bachman & Palmer 2010:338).  
 
 
Bachman and Palmer argue that the design and development of language tests must be based 
upon a clear definition of language ability (2010). In the previous chapter, a construct 
definition of language ability based on the competence aims of the LK06 was given; the 
construct defined there should be the basis of the examination tasks and the rating criteria. 
Also, Luoma states that it when designing rating criteria, it is important to keep in mind the 
fact that speaking is interactive (2006:28). The key to develop good rating criteria is thus to 
develop them together with the task and base it on a well-defined construct. 
 
 
3.5.3 Assessing speaking 
How does the information above fit into the assessment of speaking in English oral 
examinations in Norway? As of today, there are no official rating criteria that can be used for 
the development of tasks or rating criteria of oral examinations. What are the procedures for 
developing tasks and rating criteria at the local level? How can it be ensured that rating 
criteria are at all developed at the local level? Will official rating criteria be beneficial for the 
development of rating criteria at a local level? Those questions will be furthered elaborated 





The aim of this chapter has been to look into what assessment is, and language assessment 
specifically. I have done so by looking at general terms of assessment, and related these to 
the English oral examination being investigated. We have seen that the English oral 
examination is a criterion-referenced achievement test that is based upon a communication-
oriented construct. We have seen that there are no specific guidelines to use in language 
assessments in the Norwegian school system, and the question if it would be beneficial to 
create such criteria was raised. It will be discussed further in the discussion chapter of the 




Johannessen (2006:37) describes the research process as comprising of four main parts: 
Preparation, Data collection, Data analysis, and Reporting. Ary et.al. (2010:33) also describes 
the research process, though a bit more thoroughly, and include seven stages:  
 
1. Selecting a problem 
2. Reviewing the literature on the problem 
3. Designing the research 
4. Collecting the data 
5. Analyzing the data 
6. Interpret the findings and stating conclusions 
7. Reporting results  
 
These stages are listed chronologically, but that does not necessarily mean that the stages are 
to be followed in such order. In fact, in most cases one will find that the stages are followed 
in a somewhat random order. The important part of the research process is, however, that all 
the stages are a part of the research project.  
 
 
In this chapter, I will draw upon Ary et al. and describe the research design, which includes a 
description of the methodological choices of the research in 4.1, the research statement in 4.2, 
the research tools in 4.3, and the data collection procedure and informants in 4.4. and 4.5. 
Finally, I will try to answer the question of whether the results of the thesis can be trusted 
before I conclude with a chapter summary.  
 
 
4.1 Methodological choices  
4.1.1 Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 
There are two main designs to choose between when conducting research; quantitative 
research design and qualitative research design. It is, however, possible to mix these two 
methods and in that way use a mixed methods research design (Ary Jacobs & Sorensen 2010, 
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Robson 2002). The present thesis uses a mixed methods research design, and below, I will 
describe how that is the case by first providing a brief overview of the already mentioned 
methodical choices, and then move on to describing the present project specifically in 4.1.2. 
 
 
Qualitative research seeks to understand human behavior by studying a small sample of a 
population, it seeks to create a holistic picture and provide a thorough description of the 
phenomenon (Ary et al. 2010). In comparison, quantitative research seeks to study 
relationships, cause and effect in larger populations (Ary et al. 2010). A third option is to 
combine these two methods to “utilize the strengths of each within a single study;” this 




4.1.2 Qualitative basic interpretation study 
The present study follows a basic interpretive form on a quantitative research design (Ary 
et.al 2010:29). This can be evident for instance because of the small sample of the population 
of examiner used in the survey. The aim has not been to generalize results, on the contrary, it 
has been to understand and interpret the behavior of the informants (Ary et.al 2010:420).  
 
 
In my case, I have chosen to use two different research tools each representing qualitative 
and quantitative research: a semi-structured interview guide and a questionnaire. The reason 
for mixing these methods was to obtain more information from the interview than what I 
would have gotten if I had chosen to use merely one.  Initially, I only wanted to interview a 
number of teachers. I then decided that if I added a questionnaire to the interview situation, I 
would get a wider insight into the practices of the teachers I interviewed. I found that it 
would benefit my project to include a research tool with fixed questions that could be a 
supplement to the semi-structured interview guide with open-ended questions. 
 
 
Ary et al. suggests that if “mixing methods offers a better understanding of the research 
problem than a single method design, then it is worth considering.” (2010:559). The main 
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idea for the present thesis was to conduct interviews and add a part including a questionnaire 
in the interview session. One could perhaps argue that the use of questionnaire, which is 
mostly used in quantitative research, along with an interview might make the project mixed 
methods. In one way, it does; the data collection tools are each typical for their own research 
strategy. However, as stated above, the main focus of the data collection for the present study 




4.1.3 Special note 
Originally, an interview guide used in the interviews was to be the main data collection 
research tool along with a questionnaire. As the present project developed and the data from 
the data collection was analyzed, obstacles along the way made it necessary to make some 
changes to the original outline of the data analyzing.  Originally, results from the semi-
structured interviews as well as data from questionnaires were to be analyzed. As a 
consequence of the obstacles, the results from the questionnaire have not been included in the 
present study, merely data derived from the interviews conducted. A choice of this character 
could perhaps be concealed by simply not including the original plans for the study at all in a 
chapter outlining the methodology. However, the work of the making of the questionnaire 
research tool together with a PhD student was fairly thorough, and it could perhaps be of help 
to future studies. I have therefore chosen to include the process of making the questionnaire 





4.2 The research statement 
The topic that I am investigating is, like most other topics of research, rather wide. It is 
therefore important to define a research statement at the beginning of the research process. 
Finding a research statement can be a rather complicated process because there are so many 
aspects to include, and at the same time it is important to not make the research statement too 
long, as it is supposed to be reduced into one sentence.  
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Before I began working on the present thesis, I carried through two pilot projects; the aim for 
these was to develop a research statement, as well as developing and refining the research 
tools that was to be used for collecting the data for the thesis.  
 
 
The research statement of the present master’s thesis is as follows: How do teachers 
prioritize when assessing English examinations at the Vg1 level? This study is a qualitative 
study, as will be elaborated on below, and in qualitative research, research questions are 
typically about “process or understanding – what happens, why or how something happens, 
how those involved understand the experience, and what it means to them” (Ary. et.al 
2010:587). With this in mind, I have therefore chosen to formulate four sub-questions that 
each deal with a different perspective of the research statements. The sub-questions are 
formulated as the following: 
 
- What are the examination formats in the different schools? 
 
- What kind of guidelines do the teachers have access to? 
 
- To what extent are the teachers content with today’s system? 
 
- Which language components and language skills do the teachers find most important 
and least important when assessing? 
 
 
I chose to include the first question about the format because recent studies, for instance 
Yildiz (2011) have shown that there is variation concerning the format of the English oral 
examinations. I wanted to see whether the formats had an effect on the assessment procedures 
and therefore found it relevant to include a few questions in the interviews about the 







4.3 The research tools 
The collection of the data for the present thesis took place during an interview with each of 
the teacher informants. I began each interview with asking the informant a number of 
questions from an interview guide, and then proceeded to showing the informant a video of a 
simulated English oral examination. The next step was that a questionnaire was handed out to 
the teachers; the questionnaire’s first part asked the informant one question about the 
performance of the candidate in the video, the next asked the informants several questions 
based on the examination format seen in the video. In the following, I will provide a 




4.3.1 The interview guide 
In research, a distinction is generally made between different three types of interviews: fully 
structured interviews, semi-structured interviews, and unstructured interviews (Robson 
2002:270; Ary et al. 2010:438). The fully structured interview includes fixed wording and 
pre-set order and the unstructured interviews are on the other side of the spectrum, as they are 
known to have no structure at all, and resembles a conversation rather than an interview 
(Kvale 2007). In the middle of the spectrum, we find the semi-structured interviews; they are 
recognized by predetermined questions, but unlike the fully structured interviews, the 
interviewer can modify the order of the questions in semi-structured interviews during the 
interview (Robson 2002). In addition, the wording of the questions can be changed and 
questions omitted and added during the interview (Robson 2002).  
 
 
In the making of the interview guide I used for the data collection, I started off with a rather 
fixed interview guide comprising several open-ended questions. I piloted that early version of 
the interview guide and became aware that it was too fixed and needed less structure. The 
interview guide I used during the thesis data collection was therefore changed into the 
direction of a semi-structured interview guide arranged into three thematic blocks, each 
containing a few fixed open ended-questions as well as thematic sub-points in bullet form 
(Appendix 1). These bullet points would work as a reminder to myself about the themes I 
wanted the informants to talk about in order to answer the research question. During the 
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interviews I started off each thematic section with asking the informant a fixed question. 
Next, I would see if the answers the respondents included what I had intended them to talk 
about by checking the bullet points. If a respondent’s answers did not mention anything about 
one of more of the points I had listed below the fixed question, I would phrase questions 




The semi-structured interview guide used for the present thesis contains of five questions 
structured into the already mentioned three thematic parts. The first part is called “A. 
Examination format” and contains one question regarding the format of the examination, with 
three sub-points in bullet form under the main question (Appendix 1 (My translation)). The 
second part, called “B. Guidelines” contains two questions that ask about the guidelines the 
informant has available (Appendix 1 (My translation)). These two questions also have several 
sub-points. The final section, “C. Content with today’s system” asks the informants whether 
he is content with today’s system, in other words very specifically about the informants 
opinion (Appendix 1 (My translation)). The interview guide ends with a few questions asking 




4.3.2 The questionnaire 
I addition to the interview guide, I originally decided that I wanted to use a questionnaire in 
the data collection. I decided that I would get more information out from the data collection if 
I used both research tools, in other words complement the interview by adding a 
questionnaire as a research tool. In the next sections, I will describe the development of the 
questionnaire used in the present data collection and try to describe the choices made during 
the construction of it.   
 
 
The questionnaire is made up of four different sections, of which the first is a section asking 
the respondent about his background. These questions are yes and no questions, and they are 
all concerned with the respondent’s educational background and assessment experience. 
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Questions regarding age and gender were not included, even though those types of questions 
are common to include in background questions. The reason I chose not to include them was 
that I did not find them relevant in this survey; in a survey with a larger population sample, it 
could be interesting to include gender and age variables and measure the differences or lack 
of differences in responses. 
 
 
The rest of the questionnaire contains of 34 statements arranged in six subsections expressing 
different criteria. Each statement followed by a Likert scale where the respondents were 
asked to give their opinion on different themes concerning assessing speaking by indicating 
the degree to which they agree to different sets of statements. The Likert scale had five 
options, raging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree” (Attachment 2 (My 
translation)). When creating a Likert scale, there are many options as to how many 
alternatives to be included; it can rage from just two to many more. However, there are 
researchers that recommend that there should five alternatives after a question (Johannessen 
et al. 2006, Robson 2002). The questionnaire for the present thesis was made together with a 




We also agreed to include a “Don’t know” alternative after each statement. The use of “don’t 
know” has been and still is debated among researchers; some say that it should be included; 
others say that it should not (Johannessen et al. 2006). After some discussion, however, we 
decided that we wanted to include “Don’t know” as an alternative after the other alternatives 
on the Likert scale; a choice that is supported by Norwegian scientists Haraldsen (1999 in: 
Johannessen et al. 2006:229) and Ringdal (2001 in: Johannessen et al. 2006:229).  
 
 
An example of a statement from the questionnaire is “Good ‘native speaker’ pronunciation is 
important for achieving the best grade” (Attachment 2, question 2.1.3. (My translation)). The 
respondents were also given the opportunity to comment after each section of statements, as 
well as the opportunity to arrange the three most important criteria expressed through the 
statement, if they found some to be more important than others. 
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At the beginning of the questionnaire, it was made clear to the respondents that they were not 
to assess the performance of the candidate from the video but rather the examination format 
as shown in the video. The statements were arranged into three different sections; the first 
regarding the assessment of English oral examinations in general, second one assessment of 
the prepared presentation part of the examination format; and the third assessment of the 
interaction part of the examination format.  
 
 
The aim of a questionnaire should be to the research questions, and for that reason I spent a 
lot of time prior to the data collection making sure that the questionnaire included the 
information that it needed to include in order to answer the research question (Robson 2002). 
Together with the already mentioned PhD student, several pilot studies were carried out 
before we came up with the final version of the questionnaire. A crucial aspect of making 
questionnaires is to make sure that the respondent understands the content of the 
questionnaire in the intended way, and this was one of the main goals of piloting the 
questionnaire before making the final version of it (Robson 2002). My experience is that the 
information I got through the feedback when piloting was substantial to the making the 
questionnaire as comprehensible to the informants as possible. 
 
 
Robson (2002) describes that it is important to make sure that the language of the survey is 
understandable and unambiguous. To prevent misunderstandings, technical terms such as 
“Cohesion” (“kohesjon”) was replaced with “text binders.” (“tekstbindere”) Furthermore, 
ambiguous terms were followed by a brief explanation after the statement in order to make 
sure that the respondents read the concept they way we intended it to be read. An example is 
the statement regarding fluency; since there is more than one way of understanding the term 
fluency, we added our intended meaning in brackets after the statement to avoid 
misunderstandings. In addition to translating technical terms to colloquial language and to 
adding explanations in brackets, the whole questionnaire was made in Norwegian rather than 






4.4 Data collection 
4.4.1 Collecting informants 
I initially decided that I wanted to collect the informants through one specific approach; I 
wanted to email the leader of the language section at randomly chosen upper secondary 
schools telling them about my project and asking if there were any English teachers who 
were interested to participate as informants. I decided that I wanted the informants to come 
from one county each located in the Eastern parts of Norway, i.e. a stratified purposeful 
sample (Ary et.al 2010).  
 
 
It was soon discovered, however, that this approach did not result in the number of 
informants needed; most schools did not reply to the enquiry, and some of the teachers I did 
get in touch with told me that they did not have the necessary experience required to 
participate. I therefore moved on to a more specific selection, where I contacted upper 
secondary school English teachers who at a external examiner training had agreed to put their 
names on a list allowing them to be contacted for this research project. Contacting the 
teachers on the list decreased the chance of random selection, but it increased the chance of 
actually getting informants. In research, and perhaps education research especially, one has to 
be pragmatic and find to “what works” (Ary et al. 2010:558). 
 
 
Through the names on the list, I got in contact with several additional informants. As 
mentioned, I wanted informants from different counties, but since several of the teachers on 
the list came from the same county, I had to give that requirement less priority. This resulted 
in that three of the informants from the external examiner list came from the same country – 
one of the largest countries in Norway - but they represented different parts of that county.  
 
 
After contacting nearly all the names on the external examiner list, I realized that I needed 
two more informants for my project. The reason for this was that some of the names on the 
list were teachers who had not been assessing oral English examinations since LK06 
curriculum came about, some did not have time to participate, and some did not answer my 
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inquiry. I therefore decided to contact randomly selected schools in two counties not yet 
represented among the informants, and ended up getting two more informants to my project.  
 
 
At this point, I had in addition found that there were interesting contrasts regarding what the 
different informants had informed me with, and in addition they had all provided thorough 
answers to my enquiries. As I had spent quite a lot of time on the collection of informants as 
well as on carrying out the actual data collection, I decided, together with my supervisor, that 




4.4.2 Data collection procedures 
At the beginning of each interview, I asked the informants for permission to record the 
interview, so that I could use it when going through the results. All of the informants agreed 
to that. I also decided to take notes from the interviews in addition to the recording. After 
interview 5 it proved that taking notes as well was a good idea; something went wrong with 
the technicalities after the interview: that merely four minutes of the 30 minute interview had 
been recorded during the interview. After all the other interviews, I sat down and wrote a 
transcription of after each interview, but for interview number 5, I had to depend on my notes 
and my own memory when writing down the answers from that informant. Even though my 
notes cannot measure up to a recording, I believe I got a fairly good overview of the 
informants’ responses through my notes. The results from informant 5 has therefore been 
handled the same way as all the other informants’ responses, even though there is a chance 




4.5 A presentation of the informants  
After using the different approaches explained above, I ended up with seven informants, of 
which one was also a part of the pilot. They are all from different schools and their 
educational backgrounds are in many cases not the same. For this reason, I will in the 
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following provide some background information about each informant. Please note that the 
real names of the informants have been made anonymous.  
 
 
When describing each informant’s education, I have chosen to use the following terms: 
Master’s degree (MA), which is the current equivalent to what was earlier called 
hovedoppgave in the Norwegian education system; Bachelor’s degree (BA), which here 
represents mellomfag; and finally Foundation Course or Associate Degree for courses and 
lower degrees, such as the earlier grunnfag or below. The educational titles of the informants 
are somewhat difficult to translate and at the same time keep the intended meaning. I will 
therefore provide a brief overview of the various titles.  
 
 
An adjunkt is a teacher with bachelor’s degree, and if an adjunkt has additional courses, the 
title is adjunkt med opprykk. A lektor is a teacher who has a master’s degree. If a lektor has 
additional courses, she s given the title lektor med opprykk. The informants, who will be 
further presented below, include one adjunkt, one adjunkt med opprykk, three lektor’s, and 




Robert is a well-educated man with a lot of teaching experience. He is a lektor med opprykk 
with English, Geography, French, and Guidance Pedagogy, in addition to some Latin. He has 
been teaching English for the past 37 years, and has been a local examiner for the same 
amount of years. He has been an external examiner for English oral examinations for 35 
years. In addition, Robert has worked as an examiner for about 120 external examiners 




The next informant has also worked as a teacher many years; she has worked as an English 
teacher the past 35 years, and is planning to retire within the next few years. Nelly holds a 
one-year foundation course in Norwegian and a two-year Associate Degree in Business 
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This informant is the one with the most teaching experience: Steve has been a teacher for 38 
years. He holds a MA degree in German, a BA degree in English, and a Foundation Course in 
Pedagogy, which makes him qualify as a lektor. He has been an external examiner in public 
schools for 30 years, and a local examiner the past 38 years. In addition Steve also has 
experience as an external examiner for external examinations at different private schools in 
Eastern Norway; throughout the past 25 years he has been an external examiner for about 
2000 candidates. In this survey however, Steve speaks on behalf of his experiences from the 




Helen has two MA degrees, one in pedagogy, and one in agronomy – which she wrote in 
English. In addition she holds a BA in English and Foundation Course in Norwegian, which 
qualifies her as a lektor med opprykk. She has worked as an English teacher for the last 20 
years, and in the past 12 of those years she has been an employee at her current school. Helen 





Linda has worked as an English teacher the last 12 years. She has a university education and 
holds a adjunkt med opprykk position with a Foundation Course in Pedagogy and Norwegian, 
a BA in Geography and English, as well as different master’s courses in English. She is 
planning to write a master’s thesis in English. Linda has worked as an external examiner for 







This informant is a lektor, and holds an MA in history, a BA in English, in addition to 
foundation courses Pedagogy, French and jurisprudence. He has been an English teacher the 
past 23 years, and has spent the last 15 of them at his present school. Lars has been an 
external examiner for about 20 years, and throughout the years he has been an examiner for 
his own students a few times, but not nearly as many times as being an external examiner. 
Like some of the other informants, Lars has a lot of experience with assessing external 





Laura works at a middle-sized upper secondary school. She is a lektor and holds a BA in 
English and an MA in Pedagogy. She has been a teacher for 35 years, but she started teaching 
English as a substitute teacher before she began studying English. Her experience with being 
an examiner for oral examinations began 20 years ago. In addition to being a teacher, Laura 
holds a position as a counselor at her school.  
 
Below is a table summing up each informant’s education, teaching experience, and 
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Table 4.1 Table of informants 




1. Robert Lektor med 
opprykk 
37 years 35 years 
2. Nelly Adjunkt 35 years 35 years 
3. Steve Lektor  38 years 30 years 
4. Helen Lektor med 
opprykk 
20 years 11 years 
5. Linda Adjunkt med 
opprykk 
12 years 5 years 
6. Lars Lektor 23 years 20 years 




4.6 Can we trust the results? 
In order to answer the question postulated above, I will try to describe the level of validity, 




Johannessen (2006:199) describes that validity concerning the degree to which the 
researcher’s findings reflect the aim of the study. In the case of the present study, the research 
aim has been to get insight into how teachers prioritize when assessing English oral 
examinations. To test the validity of the thesis, I could have chosen to triangulate with other 
data sources (Johannessen 2006:199), but this would have been too time-consuming to fit 







Transferability has to do with the degree to which the findings of the research can be 
transferred or generalized to another related phenomena (Jonannessen 2006:200). In a 
qualitative sense it means the degree to which findings can be generalized to other contexts or 
other groups, even though generalizability usually is not the main goal of the researcher (Ary 
et al. 2010:501). I suggest that generalizing results from a research project only concerning 
seven respondents can be somewhat problematic; and I emphasize that generalizability of the 
results have not been the aim of this research. Nevertheless, I believe that the results obtained 
from the present thesis provide valuable insight into the assessment of English oral 
examinations in general, not only for the seven informants. The reason I claim that is that by 
providing a through and detailed description of the context of the present research, so that it 
can be compared to other researches of the same area (Ary et al. 2010) There are, however, 
some risks connected to transferability of qualitative research, Ary et al. list selection effects, 
setting effects, and history effects (2010:501). These factors will have an effect on the 
possibilities of comparing the findings of this thesis to other similar studies, but I have tried 
to minimalize that by providing a rich description of the selection of informants, the setting 
of the research, and the theory on which the constructs are based. On the basis of what is 
mentioned above, I thus suggest that the transferability of the present thesis is adequate. I 





Conformability ensures that the study reflects results of a research, and not the personal 
opinions of the researcher (Johannessen 2006:199). The idea of the present thesis came 
because I was interested to look at the state of oral English exams in Norwegian schools, 
because at that point, I did not know much about it at all. I had no particular expectations or 
predictions of what I would find through the research. I therefore hope that the results of the 
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4.7 Chapter summary 
The purpose of the present chapter has been to provide an overview of the methodological 
choices made for the present master’s thesis. A description of the procedures of collecting 
informants as well as a description of the informants has been provided, in addition to a 
description of the data collection itself.  
 
The chapter has described that the present thesis is a qualitative basic interpretation study. 
Two different research tools have been used to collect data from seven informants, of whom 
all are English teachers at different Norwegian upper secondary schools. They all have 
experience from assessing English oral examinations at the Vg1 level.  
 
At the end of the chapter, the question “Can we trust the results?” was discussed through a 




5 Interview results 
 
In the following sections, I will present the results from the interview part of the data 
collection.  
5.1 Examination Format; 
5.2 Guidelines; and 
5.3 Content with today’s system? 
	  
These three categories are based on three of the four main categories used in the interview 
guide. Before I begin the presentation of the results I will, however, mention a bit about each 
informants and an overview of each informant in table 1. 
 
 
The informants are made up of seven English teachers whose teaching experience varies from 
12 to 38 years, and examination experience raging from five to 36 years. All the informants 
have various degrees, which gives them four different titles within the Norwegian educational 
system. An adjunkt is a teacher with bachelor’s degree, and if they have additional courses, 
the title is adjunkt med opprykk. A lektor is a teacher with a master’s degree, and additional 
courses give them the title lektor med opprykk. My informants include one adjunkt, one 
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Table 5.1 Overview of the informants’ backgrounds. 





1. Robert Lektor med opprykk5 37 years 35 years 
 
2. Nelly Adjunkt6 35 years 35 years 
3. Steve Lektor7 38 years 30 years 
4. Helen Lektor med opprykk 20 years 11 years 
5. Linda Adjunkt med opprykk8 12 years 5 years 
6. Lars Lektor 23 years 20 years 
7. Laura Lektor  35 years 20 years 
 
 
5.1 Examination format 
When interviewing the informants about the examination formats they used, it became clear 
that the information they provided could be placed into two different main categories. The 
first category was followed by two informants and contained two main parts: 
 
a) a prepared presentation of a theme provided to the students at least 48 hours before 
the examination, and  
b) an unprepared conversation between the candidate and the examiner or examiners. 
 
The second category, which was followed by the remaining five informants, contained three 
main parts, two of which were the same as the former mentioned: 
 
a) a prepared presentation of a theme provided to the students at least 48 hours before 
the examination,  
b) an unprepared conversation between the candidate and the examiner or examiners, 
and 
c) a listening test, administered in various ways.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Secondary education teacher with a master’s degree and additional courses  
6 Secondary education teacher with a bachelor’s degree 
7 Secondary education teacher with a master’s degree	  
8 Secondary education teacher with a bachelor’s degree and additional courses 
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5.1.1 The prepared presentation 
Each informant mentioned that their candidates were all to make a presentation that they 
were to prepare prior to the examination day.  There were variations as to the time spent 
preparing for the presentation, as well as the theme of the presentation, the use of digital tools 
during the presentation, and the time each student were given during the examination to 
present what they have prepared. In the following paragraphs, I will present the similarities 
and differences regarding the prepared presentation, as described by the informants. 
 
 
All informants described that the students were given at least 48 hours to prepare the 
presentation, as is also the required preparation time stated by the UDIR. However, two 
informants, Steve and Lars, both stated that their students usually were told about the 
examination on a Friday. This implies that their candidates could use Saturday and Sunday to 
prepare the presentation, in addition to the required 48 hours. In fact, Steven stated that the 
past few years, his school had intentionally given the students the weekends to prepare in 
addition to the other 48 hours. In other words, Steve’s students were given 96 hours to 




All of the informants stated that the students were given a broad theme to prepare at the 
beginning of the preparation time. A few stated that the students were asked to make their 
own problem formulation to base their presentation on, and a couple mentioned that the 
theme was based on the course’s reading list. One informant, Linda, explained that the theme 
was explicitly based on the subject curriculum’s competence aims and that the competence 
aims were handed out to the students together with the theme of the presentation. Her 
students were furthermore encouraged to include the competence aims in their presentation. 
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None of the other informants mentioned that they explicitly used the subject curriculum’s 
competence aims in the presentation or the task description.  
 
 
The informants were not asked any questions during the interview explicitly regarding the 
students’ use of digital tools during the prepared presentation. However, the nature of the 
unstructured interview allowed the informants to include as many aspects of the topic as they 
wished, and this resulted in several of them providing information about their views on 
digital tools in the student’s prepared presentation. Only three informants mentioned anything 
about the use of digital tools: Helen, Lars and Steve. Helen said that she encouraged her 
students to use a PowerPoint presentation, since by doing so more competence aims in the 
curriculum were covered. However, she stated, a PowerPoint presentation is in her view not a 
requirement. She added that a good PowerPoint presentation could not replace good content 
and good presentation skills; it should only serve as a supplement in the presentation – a 
supplement she strongly encouraged her students to use.  
 
 
Lars went further and said that the presentation should be some kind of a “multimedia show” 
where the students can show that they master the digital competence. He said that a 
PowerPoint presentation is not a requirement, but that most of his students choose to include 
a PowerPoint presentation in their multimedia show.  
 
 
Steve mentioned that most of his students use PowerPoint presentations in their presentations 
even though it is not a requirement, and further that he thinks that it is good to include a 
PowerPoint presentation because it provides safety and security for the candidates. Other than 
that, he did not mention anything about how the use of digital tools for instance could affect 
the assessment. Besides these three, the other four candidates did not make any mention of 
the use of digital tools.  
 
 
There were some differences with regards to how much time each of the informants 
described that they let the candidates spend on the prepared presentation. Six informants 
described that they let the students present their presentation for about ten minutes, some said 
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between eight and ten minutes. The seventh informant, Linda, described that she spent half 
the time the others described, as she stated that the candidates were given about five minutes 
to present what they had prepared in advance, nothing more. She further added that the 
prepared presentation usually would work as a starting point for the unprepared conversation, 
where the candidates and the examiner continue to talk about the same theme. This will be 
elaborated on in section 5.1.2.  
 
 
5.1.2 The unprepared conversation 
As mentioned above, all of the informants shared having an “unprepared” conversation as 
one part of the examination format. This sequence of the examination is that with least 
differences between the informants. However, there are some differences that came about 
which I find relevant to elaborate on, so in the following, an overview of the similarities and 
the differences between in the unprepared part will be presented.  
 
 
The informants all told me that the unprepared conversation had its starting point in the 
theme of the prepared presentation. In addition, all but one informant told me that they find it 
relevant to draw in nearby themes from the reading list. One way of including nearby themes 
is described by Laura: For instance, if the student’s presentation is about the political system 
in the USA, she will typically begin with asking questions about the presentation, before she 
moves on to asking about the political system in Great Britain, in order to give the student the 
chance to compare.  
 
 
In addition to asking the candidate about the presentation and nearby themes from the reading 
list, Steve described that he usually moves on to have a small talk sequence with the student 
in which he for instance can ask about the student’s future goals. The goal for this informal 
conversation, Steve says, is to get an impression of how the student masters that particular 
setting, which is somewhat different from the forgoing sequences of the examination.  
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Nelly, on the other hand, does not draw in other parts of the reading list, other than in cases 
where there is doubt whether the student should get a 5 or a 6, not in the case of lower grades. 
She further describes that making a presentation on the basis of a problem formulation, “(…) 
is what the examination really is.” In other words, Nelly does not draw in anything else from 
the reading list other than what is specifically presented in the prepared presentation. 
 
 
This stands in contrast to for instance Linda, who explicitly said that she asks the candidate 
questions from other themes from the reading list regardless of extremely high or low grades. 
Linda was the only candidate who told me that she finds it very important that the candidates 
related their conversation to not only reading list, but even more so to the competence aims, 
both competence aims relating to the presentation itself as well as competence aims from 
other parts of the curriculum. In fact, this was the only thing she mentioned should be a part 
of the conversation. She mentions that the second half of the examination is spent on the 
unprepared conversation, and further that “those fifteen minutes, those are what is really 
demanding [about the examination].” She points out that the main goal is for the student to 
expand on what has been said in the prepared presentation ahead of the unprepared 
conversation, and show that he can connect it to even more competence aims than those of 
the presentation. In other words, the knowledge of competence aims and the ability to 
connect them in a wide range to the task is important to Linda. 
 
 
Lars tells that he usually spends the last ten minutes of the examination to ask the student 
questions about the theme of the prepared presentation. In doing so, he says, he can reveal 
whether the student has prepared merely the information in the presentation, or the theme in 
general, and furthermore that this part is “an important part in dividing between a 3 and a 5,” 
with regards to the final examination grade.  
 
 
An interesting variation that was presented in the interviews regarded whether or not the 
students could be called back in again after they were done with their examination. Robert, 
who has a very long experience as an examiner, said that several years ago, the routine was 
that a candidate who was for instance very nervous during the examination, had the 
opportunity to go back to the examination room a second time to try again before the grade 
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was decided. He explained that he was somewhat frustrated that this was no longer the 
routine; he has understood the rules in the direction that the candidates only has one chance 




Steve, on the other hand, did not share the same interpretation of the rules. He explained that 
he, when it is needed, calls the candidate back a second time before the grade is given. He 
told me that he had done so for years and thought this to be very useful for candidates 
disturbed by for instance nervousness. From their explanations, it seems obvious that Robert 
and Steve understand this part of the examination differently. None of the other candidates 
mentioned this aspect during the interviews. 
 
 
5.1.3 The listening test 
When I asked the five respondents who reported they used listening tests in their 
examinations about the use of the listening test, it became obvious that they all had quite 
different procedures for carrying it out. In this subsection, each unique case will be analyzed, 




I will begin by describing the listening test as explained by Nelly. She explained that the 
students are all given a 30-minute preparation period ahead of the examination to prepare the 
listening sequence in a language laboratory. In the language laboratory each candidate listen 
to the listening sample and take notes while they are listening. The examination begins 
immediately after the 30-minute listening test preparation period has ended, and the first ten 
minutes of the examination is a conversation between the local examiner and the candidate 
about the listening test.  
 
 
Regarding the listening test, Nelly said, and the two other components of the examination, 
she finds the listening test the most useful; she describes that it is difficult to judge a 
	   51	  
candidate’s language and speaking abilities on the basis of the prepared presentation. She 
mentions that she knows of many examiners that like using the listening test because it gives 
them “a chance to assess how good the candidate really is in English.” Nelly elaborates on 
this by saying that many examiners, herself included, demand a listening test in the 
examination since the competence the listening test provides, as she puts it, is the only 
element that they can trust for the assessment. However, as mentioned above, Nelly also 
describes that the presentation is supposed to be the main part of the examination, not 




Helen explains that on the day of the examination, each student is given 30 minutes ahead of 
the examination to listen to a listening test, which she describes is provided by central 
authorities. During the listening test preparation time, the student is allowed to take notes 
while listening, and immediately after the 30 minutes are over, the examination begins. The 
first ten minutes of the examination are devoted to talking about the listening test, before 




Linda also reports that the students are given about 30 minutes to listen to a centrally 
provided listening test. During the first five to ten minutes of the examination, the student is 
given the opportunity to demonstrate that she has understood the theme of the listening test, 
as well as show that she can draw lines between what she has heard and the curriculum. 
Linda describes this task to be very wide and demanding, as the students need to be quick to 




When it comes to Lars, he also explained that the students are given a text to listen to ahead 
of the examination. This text is usually factual, and the students are given about 20 minutes 
to listen to the text, before the examination itself starts. During the examination, the student 
spends the first five or so minutes to give a summary of the text from the listening test. 
Usually, Lars says, there are no comments or questions from either examiner at this point; the 
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goal is to get the student talking English – to get the student into the English mode, so to 
speak. In fact, he calls the listening test a “warm up activity.” In addition, Lars describes that 





Steve says that at his school, they have had listening tests during English oral examinations 
for as long as he can remember. The way in which the listening test is carried out is quite 
different from the other informants already mentioned: Steve mentioned that on the day of 
the examination, each candidate is put together in a group and placed in a room together with 
an invigilator. A listening sample is played to the whole group, and each informant is then to 
either answer questions regarding the listening sample or give a summary of the sample – 
usually they are asked to give a summary. The candidates write down their answers on a 
piece of paper and hands it in; the whole sequence takes about thirty minutes. The two 
examiners – the local and the external – then read through all the answers before the rest of 
the examination proceeds. Steve described that they do that in order to get a picture of each 
candidate, to see if they are on an average, above average, or below average level. In fact, 
they often give each candidate a vague grade on the performance shown from the listening 
test; this will help them, Steve says, to get a better picture of the candidate’s competence 
when the final grade is given as it shows something about the candidate’s ability to 





Many diverging explanations were the outcome when the informants were asked about what 
they base their assessment on. The replies varied in terms of specific language components 
they find important, guideline availability, experiences they have had with other assessors, 
and so on and so forth. The answers also varied when the informants were asked about the 
guidelines available; some described that guidelines were very much available at their school 
or in their region or county, while others provided the impression that guidelines were not 
readily available in their area.  
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Due to the variety in replies from the informants, the results will, as in previous sections, be 
presented by describing each informant’s replies before I sum up at the end.  
 
 
5.2.1 Assessment components and guideline availability  
 
Robert 
The Language Section at Robert’s school has worked out a set of guidelines that are based on 
central guidelines. These guidelines describe what is required in order to attain the grade 4, 5, 
6, and so on, and are used for each examination as well as all-day tests throughout the year. 
This way, the students are familiar with how they are to be assessed. The guidelines are very 
specific, with detailed specifications as to what is required in order to reach a grade 5, grade 
6, and so on. Features he mentions point to for instance content comprehension and language 
flow. However, he also mentions that language comprehension, along with a holistic 
assessment, is what counts the most when he assesses a candidate.  
 
 
As to what exactly Robert finds important when assessing English oral examinations, he 
points out three different factors. The first, he explains, is the candidate’s ability to master the 
language. Secondly, content relevance is important. Robert elaborates on this by describing 
that he looks to see whether the conclusion is in accordance with the problem formulation, or 
not. Lastly, Robert points out that the conversation at the end of the examination is an 
important factor as to what grade the candidate is given. The overall impression along with 
the ability to master the English language is what is most important when the grade is 
decided. In other words, Robert first of all performs a holistic assessment of the candidates 
during an English oral examination. 
 
 
When asked about whether or not the guidelines are used or not by his fellow examiners in 
the region, Robert replies that “the guidelines should be used, and the impression is that they 
are, but that does not mean that the interpretations of the guidelines are the same 
everywhere.” He describes that in all the years he has been an examiner of English oral 
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examinations, the guidelines at the schools he has visited have been more or less the same, 




Nelly explains that she first and foremost, like Robert, performs a holistic assessment of 
students undertaking English oral examinations. Language components to look for are 
usually grammar, diction, and vocabulary, in essence “how good he really is speaking the 
language.” She describes that her school has developed a set of assessment criteria that they 
are supposed to use at her school. These common regional guidelines were made a few years 
ago, and they are based on the LK06 curriculum. Nelly further explains that these guidelines 
are then to be modified and made more specific in each school in the county. The guidelines, 
Nelly describes, are sectioned onto three goal attainment levels, low, medial and high, and 
each of these comprise goals formulated with many words – too many words, according to 
Nelly. Later in the interview, Nelly describes that her impression was that the common 
guidelines created a few years ago are not used very much. 
 
 
Before these common criteria were developed, Nelly says that it was up to each teacher how 
they assessed. She further describes that she used assessment criteria she claims to have 
found in the English subject curriculum, ““I never made my own criteria, I just used the 
curriculum because [the criteria] have always been there [in the curriculum].”  
 
 
Nelly explains that when the assessment guidelines were developed at a local regional level, 
they were not used that often, but when the UDIR made assessment guidelines, the examiners 
started using them. Nelly says that now they do what the UDIR tells them to do each year, 
since, according to Nelly, the UDIR post assessment guidelines for written and oral 
examinations on their website each year. This stands in contrast to what the UDIR itself 
says9. During the interview, Nelly was rather ambiguous as to what guidelines she used and 
not, and answers to questions to clear up the ambiguity varied. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9 One of the key elements that led to me writing this thesis is that there are currently no centrally provided 
guidelines regarding assessment of English oral examinations at the Vg1 level, or at any level. I therefore found 
it somewhat peculiar that some of my informants claimed to use centrally provided guidelines for the 
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Steve 
Steve says that there are guidelines available at the school he works at. These guidelines are 
based on the competence aims in the English subject curriculum, and he also thinks they in 
turn are based on a set of centrally provided guidelines. Nevertheless, all the English teachers 
in the English Language Section at his school have discussed these guidelines. These 
assessment guidelines are somewhat vague, according to Steve, but they are used, along with 
the competence aims, to explain the students the grades they are given at the examination. He 
repeats that the guidelines are somewhat vague, but that they serve as a tool to describe to the 
student the grade she has been given.  
 
 
The language assessment criteria at Steve’s school are divided into six parts, each stating the 
requirements for each of the grades, raging from grade 1 to grade 6. These assessment 
requirements are also handed out to the external examiners well ahead of the examinations. 





Helen explains that there are no guidelines with regards to English oral examination available 
at her school, much less in her region or county. Actually, she describes that at her school, 
there are guidelines for all other subjects with regards to oral examinations, except for oral 
English examination. Because of that, Helen has throughout the years made her own 
assessment guidelines. The approach she has used for creating these criteria is simply that she 
has chosen to rewrite the centrally provided guidelines for English written examination 
issued by the UDIR annually. She simply takes a look at the points mentioned for the written 
examination, such as vocabulary, grammar, content, and so on, and adds language 
components she as a professional English teacher finds useful for oral examinations, such as 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
assessment of English. Upon further investigation after speaking with my informants, I indeed found that no 
central guidelines to the assessment of oral examinations have been issued by the UDIR (Burman 2011, 
personal communication). All but one informant specifically mentioned the use of competence aims in their 
interview; it is therefore unclear whether the informants that pointed to the UDIR also in fact pointed to the 
English subject curriculum and its competence aims.  	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pronunciation, accent, intonation, and so on.  
 
Helen further describes that there are no common guidelines in her county or region, so when 
she meets other assessors, she brings them her own guidelines and discusses them with them. 
She illustrates the importance of this kind of conversation ahead of the examination with the 
following example: If the external examiner finds that native-like accent and pronunciation is 
important, and the internal examiner does not consider that as important, they will have the 
chance to perhaps agree on a approach, or at least know about each other views. She also 
mentions that when one of her students is in the 48-preparation period prior to the 
examination, he or she is offered a conversation with Helen, in which she describes the 




Many years of not having common examination form and common guidelines in the county 
Linda works in, was according to her very frustrating and “a source of dispute” among 
English teachers and examiners in her county. This led to the process of creating common 
guidelines as to the examination form as well as assessment tools. Linda explains that the 
guidelines are based on Bloom’s taxonomy, and that they were created with great help from a 
language scholar specialized in assessment. The leaders of the Language Divisions at the 
various schools in the county were invited to participate in the development of the guidelines 
by participating in discussions, come with suggestions and comments, and so on. Several 
suggestions were made, and the Language Section leaders brought them to the schools where 
all the English teachers were invited to discuss them. The process of finalizing guidelines is 
now over, but Linda describes that the examiners today are encouraged to give feedback to 
how the guidelines work, or does not work, through answering a questionnaire. This feedback 
from examiners has resulted in the guidelines being revised one time already.  
 
 
She describes that the guidelines are divided into three columns; content first, communication 
second, and language third. Linda describes that she and many others interpret that order as 
an ascending order, in that the first column is the most important. She also explains that the 
students are always given the assessment guidelines and criteria ahead of the examinations, 
since “they are required to know what they are assessed by according to the Education Act.” 
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Linda also adds that the holistic impression of the candidate’s performance is important as 




It seems that Lars has a rather pragmatic view of how he assesses the oral skills on the 
examination. At this level, he says, it is not important to look for what the candidate does not 
know, but rather what she knows. The basic characteristic he looks for when assessing is thus 
the ability the student has to communicate. He will typically ask himself: Do you 
communicate well in English? Do you communicate at all? How well do you communicate? 
He describes that on this level he does not, for instance, focus too much on whether the s’s 
are voiced or whether the accent authentic. Any possible mistakes made by a candidate are 
constantly measured up against the question: Does it obstruct communication? 
 
 
Lars describes that he bases his assessment on an assessment guideline that has been 
developed at the county level in his county, through a long – and still ongoing – process in 
which all English teachers were encouraged to take part. In a humoristic tone he describes 
that the process of creating the first set of guidelines was terrible and exhausting, but at the 
same time the best process he has ever been a part of in the teaching profession. Teachers 
from all over the county were encouraged to take part in various language gatherings. He 
describes that these gatherings were very systematic in their organization, and answering 
questions such as “What do you find most important when you are grading your students?” 
illuminated the differences, as well as the similarities, from all the teachers present. These 
agreements, or disagreements, led to discussions; for instance some could say that they found 
pronunciation to be the most important characteristc while others described how much they 
disagreed and rather said that content should be the most important characteristic. ‘. All these 
discussions led the distribution of a set of guidelines within the county. Although the process 
that led to the development of that particular set of guidelines has passed, the overall process 
has not ended, Lars describes. The assessment guidelines will and must continually be 
developed, in his opinion.  
 
 
The guidelines found at Lars’ school is not only used for examinations, but also for 
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continuous assessment situations. The purpose is for the students as well as the teachers to 
get used to the criteria so that they more or less have the same notion of what is expected 




Laura explains that there are common guidelines developed in her region that the teachers are 
expected to use in the examinations. Laura’s experience is that the regional language section, 
the Language forum, decides the guidelines and the rules that the schools and teachers in the 
area should follow. Further, Laura describes that all the English teachers in the region are 
invited to take part in the development of the criteria, and thus her experience is that the 
teachers feel ownership to the criteria that are developed.  
 
 
The guidelines developed all contain the same criterion, the difference lies in the level of 
performance; a high grade reflects a high level of performance, a mediocre grade reflects a 
mediocre level of performance, and so on. Specific criteria that Laura mentions include eye 
contact, and the candidate’s ability to show that they have an overview of the content in the 
presentation part rather than knowing many details. If a student is at top level, grade 5 or 6, 
she in addition has expectations to the student’s pronunciation, diction, intonation, grammar, 
and so on, but the requirements to a high level for these characteristics are reduced at lower 
levels. She finds these characteristcs important in order to reach the overall goal of the 





After presenting results from talking to each candidate regarding assessment guideline 
availability, I find it useful to sum up all the replies in a table. Hence, in table 5.3 below, one 
can see that there are five informants who have access to guidelines: Robert, Steve, and Nelly 
at their schools, while Linda, Laura, and Lars at region or county level. Helen is the only one 
who reports not having assessment guidelines available at either county, region or school 
level. Most of all, they all apply a holistic view when assessing English oral skills, while a 
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few variations are found regarding exact components that are assessed.  
 
 
Table 5.3 Summary of the informants’ assessment components and guideline availability 
 Components Guideline availability Other 
Robert These are typically 




relevance, and factual 
knowledge. However, 
he underlines that it all 
comes down to the 
general impression of 
the candidate. 
The Language Division 
at his school has worked 
out a set of guidelines.  
Many schools have 
the same sounding 
guidelines, but the 
examiners interpret 
them differently.  
Nelly Holistic assessment. 
Components she looks 
for include grammar, 
diction, and 
vocabulary; in essence 
how well the student 
masters the language.  
Guidelines developed at 
the school available, 
though unsure of 
whether all the teachers 
use them. She uses the 
English subject 
curriculum for 
assessment, in addition 
to guidelines supposedly 
issued annually by the 
UDIR (which stands in 
contrast to what the 
UDIR say; their response 
is that they do not issue 
assessment guidelines).  
The guidelines 
developed in her 
region contain too 
many words. That is 
her general criticism 
of assessment 
guidelines; they 
contain too many 
words and are 
therefore not to the 
point, but rather 
challenging to 
understand especially 
to the students. She 
adds that the UDIR 
are better now at 
issuing assessment 
guidelines than they 
were before.  
Steve No specific 
components 
mentioned.  
Guidelines available at 
his school, they are 
based on the curriculum 







Helen Vocabulary, grammar, 
pronunciation, accent, 
content, intonation, 
and so on. 
Rewrites the centrally 
provided guidelines for 
written examinations to 
her own guidelines for 
oral examinations.  
She finds the 
examiner’s 
experience very 
important to make an 




language in ascending 
order, as well as 
competence aims and 
the degree to which 
they are or are not 
reached.  
Guidelines at county 
level have been 
developed with the help 
of teachers and language 
professor at a local 
community college. 
She interprets the 
guidelines in the way 
that content is the 
most important 
characteristic during 
the assessment.  
Lars Communication in 
English the main 
component. Every 
aspect of the 
examination is 
measured up against 
the question: Does it 
communicate? Does 
any mistake disturb 
communication?  
Common guidelines 
have been developed in 
the county, and they are 
used as a basis for 
assessment. The process 
of making these involved 
all English teachers in 
the county that wanted to 
participate, and Lars 
describes the process as 
being painstakingly and 
difficult, but 
nevertheless worth it as 
the results they ended up 
with are more specific 
than ever before.  
 
Laura Overall component: 
communication. 
Characteristics such as 
pronunciation, diction, 
intonation, eye 
contact, overview of 
the content at various 
levels in order to 
succeed in 
communication.  
Guidelines developed at 
the regional language 
forum, in which all 
teachers are invited to 
participate.  
The teachers being 
invited to participate 
in the development of 
guidelines makes 
them feel ownership 
to the guidelines, 
according to Laura. 
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5.3 Content with today’s system? 
The former parts of the current chapter have consisted of information regarding the 
examination format as well as the guideline availability for each informant. This third and 
final part of the chapter will present the findings that came up when the informants were 
asked about their own opinions regarding the current system. Needless to say, the answers 
that were submitted varied. Nevertheless, there were similarities in the opinions, and thus 
they have been be grouped into different thematic sections in order to make a lucid overview 
of the various opinions. In the following, I will therefore present the data by displaying 
opinions under the thematic groups Presentation preparation; Curriculum; The examination 




5.3.1 Oral examinations: What do you find challenging? 
Presentation preparation 
One of the main concerns considering preparation time was, according to Steve, the aspect of 
parental assistance in the making of the prepared presentation. After being an assessor for 
many years, he more frequently ask himself “is this [the candidate’s] own production, [or] 
did someone help?” with the current examination format with a 48 hour preparation time. It 
can be hard to determine, he continues, because the student has all aids available in the 
preparation time, and this can “work in the student’s favor,” to the degree that they get 




Linda describes that she finds it challenging and demanding to be assessing the three main 
subject areas of the curricula10 at the same time: language learning; communication; and 
culture, society and literature. With regards to the curricula and the degree it is tested and 
assessed during the examination, Nelly points out that the students “have [already] been 
given a grade at the end of the semester which measure them to the competence aims, so 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 As mentioned at the very beginning of this thesis, the curricula this thesis uses is the curricula used up until 
2013 before it was changed from having three main competence areas to having four main competence areas.	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Laura mentions the curriculum itself to be a problem for the examination. After being a 
teacher through various curricula she says that the earlier curricula contained specific 
subjects, in which the students had a genuine interest. This, she complains, is not the case for 
the current curriculum, as it now is “about history, political relations, and social subjects in a 
lot of countries they [the student] do not relate to.” This leads to a lack of enthusiasm, which 
in terms leads to the student not showing his or her competence the way students of other 
curricula could.  
 
 
The examination itself 
Regarding the examination itself, Lars mentions that the narrow theme the students are to 
prepare is problematic, that the examiner “does not get the opportunity to test knowledge in 
anything else than what is already prepared.” He continues with saying that “if the oral 
examination is to include a presentation, you have to practice presentations throughout the 
year, and thus it controls the teaching throughout the year.” As a comment to this aspect of 
the examination, Lars elaborates by saying that if it was up to him, he “would have wanted to 
go back to the old fashioned kind of examination.” By old fashioned, he explains, he means 
an examination where the students prepared by reading from the reading list, not by 
producing any material themselves. On the examination day, they were asked about a few of 
the texts from the reading list, in addition to a text from a listening test. 
 
 
The human perspective 
Several informants mentioned the human perspective as an aspect that can cause challenges 
both for the students undertaking the examination, as well as the examiners assessing the 
examination. As an examiner, Helen describes that she finds it difficult to distinguish 
between the candidate’s communication skills and the content. She explains that 
communication is crucial in an oral examination, but it is important as an assessor to assess 
both communication skills and as well as content. A good communicator can hide a lack of 
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knowledge, and a poor communicator can fail to present the content clear enough, Helen 
describes.   
 
 
Laura brings up the theme of nervousness as she explains that it is a challenge because 
“sometimes you understand that the product is poor due to nervousness.” Lars touches upon 
this aspect as he mentions that it can be a challenge not to give the student a too hard time. At 
the same time, he says, it is important not be too gentle, since “the oral examination is [also] 




One challenge Robert mentions has to do with PowerPoint presentations used in the prepared 
part of the examination, he mentions that “some can use a bit too many pictures and technical 
[aids], to the extent that their academic level seems to drown a bit.”   In mentioning this, 
Robert says that although rarely, the technical equipment sometimes fail, for instance due to 
problems with the electricity. In such cases, it is problematic that the student has nothing else 
to lean on other than technical aid.  
 
 
The role of the examiner 
Another aspect that came about, which I have chosen to place into the current category, is 
that of the role of the external examiner. Whether the informants have been external 
examiners, or they have had external examiners examining their own students, some 
mentioned that problems might occur. Linda mentions that she occasionally disagrees with 
the local examiner when she is the external examiner, “when the examiner finds that I give 
too low grades.” She points out, however, “the external examiner has the final say,” hence, 
she decides the final grade regardless of the internal examiners opinion. In contrast to Linda, 
Lars mentions that he finds it challenging to be strict enough with the grades when he is the 
external examiner. According to his observations, many candidates receive one grade higher 
on the oral examination than at the end of the term. Lars believes that this is due to the 
concern of avoiding conflict with the local examiner. As Lars puts it, “I want to be nice to my 
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colleague in Haugesund11 [i.e. from the same county], so I do not like flunking his students.” 
He adds that examiners might think, “’if I grade your students, next time you might be 
grading my students.’ That is just how it is.”  
 
 
The issue of the examiner not speaking too much also came about. Linda occasionally finds it 
challenging to “make the local examiner to shut up,” she says humorously. Lars also 
mentions this aspect, that it can be “challenging for the teacher [local examiner] not to speak 
too much, or not get to the point before the student does.” In some cases, he adds, the student 
will have problems producing any speaking at all, so the teacher has to ask questions more 
frequently than in the cases where the student speaks freely. In such cases, Lars finds it 
challenging for the teacher not to get too enthusiastic, when “it is the students who [should] 




5.3.2 National guidelines? 
While the interviews took place, the following question was posed: Would it be useful with 
national guidelines for assessment and grade determining in the oral examination? As in the 
previous section of the current part of the chapter, I will here display each informant’s reply 
to the question, before I sum up by taking a look at how many favors national guidelines, and 
how many do not.  
 
 
Robert clearly states that he favors the idea of national guidelines both regarding examination 
format as well as assessment criteria. In mentioning this, he goes on to say that it would not 
only be beneficial with common guidelines, but also common external examiner training 
ahead of the examinations. In fact he says that external examiner training would be “ideal, for 
instance in a region.”  
 
 
Nelly says that if there were common guidelines for the exams, the system would be “more 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  11	  The name of the actual city mentioned altered.	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fair to the students,” because “it is too haphazard if every school can do as they please.” The 
favor for national assessment guidelines is shared by Helen too, as she claims that “national 
assessment guidelines should be a minimum requirement; the scale [to enter higher 
education] is not fair without national criteria.” Linda supports this statement; she says, “as 
long as we have a national curriculum, we have to make national assessment criteria.” She 
goes on to saying that when all the students compete against each other at a national level, 
common guidelines and criteria is a logic necessity.  
 
 
Steve points out that the goal should be to have unity among the examiners with regards to 
how they carry out the examination. However, he is not sure if national guidelines would 
necessarily lead to that, since there often may be many “words, words, words and yet the 
external examiner always has the last say.” Steve says that he is uncertain whether national 
guidelines would lead to more than just more words, and adds that what makes a confident 
examiner is in fact experience. This being said, Steve says that he would not mind if “the 
guidelines for the theme prepared at home were tightened.” 
 
 
Lars begins with saying that more important than having national guidelines, is having 
professional teachers; “as long as you have competent English teachers (…) with a couple 
years of experience as examiners, it will work out OK.”  In this context, he points out that it 
could be helpful with for instance video’s of simulated English oral examinations that were 
distributed to each school for the teachers to evaluate and discuss. Moreover, Lars says that it 
could be valuable with national guidelines, but “the problem is that can easily get too blurry 
and thus not very valuable.”  
 
 
Laura explains that in her opinion, there should be locally made examination tasks and 
centrally provided assessment guidelines. In her county, the teachers have been invited to 
take part in the creation of common assessment guidelines, and Laura emphasized that if such 
criteria were to become national, teachers should be invited to participate in the making of 





5.4 Chapter summary 
In this chapter, the results from the interviews for this thesis have been presented. Seven 
informants were interviewed about the administration of the examination at their school, the 
assessment practice, as well as their opinions regarding challenges with today’s system and 
opinions regarding possible changes in the future.  
 
 
To begin with, the informants have two ways on conducting the examination; one with two 
parts: a) a prepared presentation and an b) unprepared conversation; and a second with three 
parts: a) a prepared presentation, b) an unprepared conversation and c) a listening test. Two 
informants described the use of examinations without the listening test, while the remaining 
five all reported that they always conduct an examination with the use of a listening test.  
 
 
With regards to the guideline availability, three teachers report that they have assessment 
guidelines at their school. Another two report that there are assessment guidelines at county 
level, while one reports guidelines to be available in the region (i.e. not the whole county, but 
more than one school). One of the seven informants report that she has no guidelines 
available other than the ones she makes herself. 
 
 
There are diverse opinions regarding the extent to which the informants are content with 
today’s system for local oral examinations. All informants were asked whether they favor the 
idea of national guidelines for the assessment of the English oral examination, and all stated, 
to a varied extent, that they favored that idea. This being said, other suggestions for the future 
were mentioned, one of which includes external examiner training. This suggestion, along 
with other aspects of the data derived from the interviews will be discussed in the next 









The previous chapter explained in detail the different findings derived from the interviews 
conducted for the present thesis. Many of these results can be discussed in detail, yet the 
scope of this thesis makes it necessary to limit the discussion to merely a few relevant 
findings. In this chapter the relevant findings with regards to examination format, guidelines, 
and assessment will be discussed and compared with theory from chapter 3 Speaking and 4 
Assessment. The main emphasis throughout the chapter will be the comparison of the results 
with the LK06 and the directions the UDIR provides for the local oral examinations. Before 
the discussion begins, a summary of the relevant findings will be presented. A brief 
discussion of the reliability and validity of the examination examined will be presented in 
part 6.3, before the extent to which the research questions have been answered will be 
presented in part 6.4. In part 6.5, the validity and limitations of the present thesis will be 




6.2 Relevant findings  
6.2.1 Examination format  
First off, findings regarding the examination format will be discussed. Before going into 
detail, the two basic frameworks presented by the informants will be repeated to provide 
context. Two main patterns were followed for the examinations, the first of which contained 
two main parts: 
a) a prepared presentation of a theme provided to the students at least 48 hours before 
the examination, and 





Two informants stated that they followed this pattern, while the remaining five informants 
stated they added an additional element to the two mentioned above: 
 
c) a listening test, administered in various ways.  
 
 
Firstly, all informants stated that their students prepare a presentation ahead of the 
examination. Two informants stated that they usually or sometimes give the students the 
weekend to prepare in addition to the 48-hour preparation. This is no longer a possibility due 
to the new examination guidelines, as they clearly state that the examination cannot be held 
on a Monday (KD 2013a).  
 
 
Secondly, the presentation itself seemed to be carried out more or less the same way in all the 
schools under investigation. Most stated that they let the student have ten out of the 30 
minutes for the examination to use to present their prepared theme. An interesting variation 
regarding the use of digital tools came about, however, as one of the informants stated that 
the presentation should be in the form of – what he called – a multimedia show, so that the 
candidate could show her digital competence in the examination. The reason he mentioned 
the digital competence so explicitly is that one of the competence aims from the LK06 
English subject curriculum, is to show that they can use digital tools when presenting (KD 
2010c; KD 2013b). This being said, according to Bøhn (2011), digital competence is not a 
constituent on which the examination constructs are built. Nevertheless, the other informants 
who mentioned the usage of digital tools said that they encourage their students to use for 
instance a PowerPoint, not because it is supposed to be a part of the assessment, but because 
it is can function as a helping aid for the student when presenting.  
 
 
Most of the informants reported that they used the prepared presentation as a starting point 
for the unprepared conversation, and only one stated, although ambiguously, that the 
prepared presentation was the most important part of the examination; that same informant 
later stated that the listening test was more important than other elements of the examination. 
One informant explicitly said that she always asks the candidate questions from the reading 
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list regardless of whether the candidate is at a low or high grade level. Another informant said 
that she only asked the candidate questions from the reading list’s other themes if the 
candidate is at a high level. The students can be tested in all of the competence aims, but it is 
stated in the guidelines that the nature of the oral examination is to give the candidate the 
ability and possibilities to show their competence and not seek to point out what they do not 
know (KD 2014). In light of this, one can argue whether it is according to the rules to always 
ask the candidates questions from the reading list, even those who are at a low level. Neither 
of the candidates went further into depth about what kind of questions they asked, or whether 
the questions were adapted to each candidate’s level; i.e. more complicated questions the 
higher the grade the candidate is in reach of.  
 
 
Five informants report that they use listening tests as an element of the oral examination. 
Most of them say that they let each student listen to a listening sample before entering the 
examination itself. However, one informant says that the candidates are all gathered together 
on the morning of the examination, and while gathered, they listen to a listening sample 
before writing down a summary of what they have listened to. The informant reports that the 
written language itself is not what is assessed during the examination, yet nevertheless, 
according to my informant, the written language is used during the oral examination. In 
chapter 2 Speaking, it was suggested that there are several variations that clearly 
distinguishes the oral from the spoken language. Is it then a problem that the written mode is 
used during the examination, and in terms are a part of the assessment? What would for 
instance be the consequences for students with learning deficiencies who have problems 
expressing themselves in the written mode?  
 
Looking at the construct definitions that were presented in chapter 2 Speaking, it is clear that 
writing is not a part of the constructs Oral Speaking Ability, and Content Knowledge. 
Moreover, according to the new oral examination guidelines of 2013, the procedure described 
above in fact is no longer possible, since if listening tests are to be used today, the candidates 





In chapter 5, the issue of guideline availability was presented. With regards to the question of 
guideline availability, variations between the informants were evident. Before moving on into 
the discussion, I will mention that the term guidelines in this context is a translation of the 
Norwegian vurderingskriterier.  
 
 
Three informants reported that they use guidelines that were available in their county when 
assessing; they stated that these guidelines were used all year round as well in order to make 
the students aware of and used to the criteria by which they are assessed. The guidelines 
created on county or regional level were created through long – and still ongoing – processes, 
where English teachers were a part of the development.  
 
 
Moreover, three other informants state that there are guidelines developed at their schools. 
One of these says that even though there are guidelines available, she is unsure of whether 
they are used. In fact, she says that although there are guidelines available at her school, she 
usually use the English subject curriculum when assessing.  
 
 
One informant reported that there were no guidelines available in her county, or at her school. 
This informant said that she usually developed her own set of assessment guidelines by 
simply rewriting the guidelines issued from the UDIR with the annual written examination. 
She was alone in doing this at her school, and she said that she had been developing 
assessment guidelines in this way for several years.  
 
 
When asked whether or not they favor national assessment guidelines, most of the informants 
say they do. As Linda puts it “As long as they [the students] compete against each other at a 
national level, the guidelines need to be national.”  It seems that the results suggest that the 
system seems too arbitrary with the varying degree of guideline availability, and perhaps it 
is? Perhaps a development of national guidelines to be used at oral examination would make 
common guidelines more accessible than how it is today? Most likely it will. However, can 
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guidelines for the spoken language be created the same way as guidelines for the written 
language? As mentioned in chapter 2 Speaking, the spoken language is in many aspects very 
different to the written language. Creating common guidelines for the assessment of spoken 
language at a national level is therefore perhaps a greater challenge than that of the written, 
simply because of the dynamic nature of the spoken language. This being said, national 
guidelines for spoken language may perhaps be challenging to develop, yet after looking at 
the lack of guidelines in the case of at least one informant, perhaps the challenge of making 
them can be of more use to the examiners around the country? 
 
 
Luoma suggests (2007:171) that the rating criteria should be developed about the same time 
the task is created. Written examination tasks and assessment criteria are developed together 
and issued each year, but it seems that the case is not the same for oral examinations. As 
some of the respondent suggested, a set of national criteria could, and perhaps should, be 
made for the oral examinations. Several of the informants seem to favor the idea of national 
guidelines to be used at the English oral examination should be created. However, some 
suggest that he guidelines should be made general enough for them to be adjusted at the local 
level to each examination semester, since the examination tasks also are made locally. In 
other words, it is important to make the rating criteria task specific, and since the tasks are 
made locally, national guidelines should in those cases function as a basis for the specific 




The candidates all mentioned that the overall impression of a student’s candidate was to be 
assessed. Even though some mentioned various linguistic and content components as 
elements of the assessment, it was clear that all informants valued the whole competence 
when assessing, instead of merely a few. In fact, most mentioned communication to be the 
most important element of the examination. A question to pose in that context is then, how 
can communication be assessed? In order to obtain the competence of assessing, an important 
characteristic of the assessor should be experience. Informants mention this too; it takes 
experience to properly assess an interactive situation. As mentioned in chapter 2 Speaking, 
the spoken language is described as a meaningful interaction between people (Luoma 2004), 
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and seen in light of the examination situation, it seems even more important to draw in 
experience into the examination. All but one of the examiners interviewed for the present 
study have over ten years of experience when it comes to assessing on examinations, this 
could perhaps point to why so many of them explicitly mention communication as important 
when assessing. Perhaps their long experience allows them to move from individual 
characteristics when assessing to the competence of communication? 
 
 
Above, the regard of listening tests as an element in the oral examination was presented. In 
this section, views of the listening test as a part of the assessment will be discussed. When the 
results were analyzed in the thesis, the regard of listening test was presented, both the regard 
of whether listening tests were used as en element of the examination, or perhaps even more 
interesting: The informant’s attitudes toward the listening tests. As mentioned in chapter 5, 
Nelly mentions explicitly that listening tests “give them [the examiners] a chance to assess 
how good the candidate really is in English,” and further that the listening test is the only 
element in the examination she feels she can trust. Five other informants support Nelly in that 
listening tests are important. Linda, on the other hand, is one of the informants who do not 
use listening tests as an element in the oral examination. She explains that the listening test 
has been omitted from the examination format in her county, and further that this means that 
no one in her county use listening tests as an element in the oral examination. What seems to 
be interesting in this respect is that while some examiners find the listening test essential in 
their assessment of the candidate’s performance, others are fine without using it. Linda 
describes earlier in the thesis that the examination format she uses, is the same format that 
every upper secondary school in her county uses. In other words, Linda seems to represent 
quite a lot of examiners. Nelly says that several examiners she has talked to share her 
opinion, that the listening test is absolutely crucial to the assessment. With this in mind, it is 
perhaps beneficial to examiners that they are not told by the UDIR to either use or not use a 
listening test; the fact that they have the option give them more freedom to choose what they 
themselves find relevant for the examination. The question then is, what about the students? 
Is it fair to the students that a school in one county use listening tests, while schools in a 
different county do not use listening tests? This will be elaborated on toward the end of the 
present chapter.   
 
 
	   73	  
One informant shared his concern with the presentation ahead of the examination and how it 
was assessed: What if a student has had plenty of help in the making if the presentation, for 
instance by an academic parent or relative? Would it be fair to assess this student on the same 
basis as a student who has not received any help with the presentation? This all depends on 
whether the examiners include the information in the presentation or not. According to the 
article in Aftenposten mentioned in the introduction, there seems to be variations to whether 
or not the presentation should be a part of the assessment, and findings in my study might 
suggest the same. One informant stated that even though it is the overall impression that is 
most important when it comes to the assessment, she usually sees the content of the 
examination as the most important component to assess, simply because it is placed at the 
beginning of the assessment guidelines provided by her county. Content, when not further 
defined, can be interpreted to meaning the prepared presentation. This being said, the 
examination guideline suggestions provided by the UDIR state that it is only the candidate’s 
competence as expressed during the examination that should be assessed. Moreover, the term 
content in the examination context, can of course point to content presented during the 
examination, not content being prepared ahead.  
 
 
6.3 Reliability and validity of the examination 
Fulcher suggests that a language test can be judged by its reliability, validity and practicality, 
and further that the challenges in measuring these aspects are intensified due to the nature of 
speaking, which is evident during an examination (1997:75). Nevertheless, the importance of 
investigating these aspects is essential. In the following, the reliability as well as the validity 
will therefore be discussed in the context of the language test that has been investigated in 
this thesis: the oral English examination on the Vg1 level.  
 
 
Do the findings discussed above affect the consistency of what is being measured in the oral 
examinations? For instance when looing at the variation with regards to format, do these 
variations have implications to the students with regards of reliability? One could perhaps say 
that even though the format varies, the measure and assessment of the students’ competence 
is satisfying, but I suggest on the other hand, that they might not be. Implementing a listening 
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test into the examination format can open up the possibilities for the student to show a wider 
and broader range competence than those without a listening test can show.  
 
In addition, the aspect of whether the assessment is reliable when the guidelines are not 
consistent among the raters should be mentioned. Is it possible to maintain intra-rater 
reliability under such circumstances? Barnwell suggests that reliability can only be achieved 
through rater training (Barnwell 1989 in: Fulcher 1997:78). Several of the informants 
mentioned the aspect of rater training as well, and I suggest that a consistent usage of rater 





6.4 Have the research questions been answered? 
As the project is coming to an end, it is useful to look back at the research questions posed at 
the beginning of the thesis and ask: Have the research questions been answered? Before this 
can be answered, the research questions will be repeated: What do teachers prioritize when 
assessing English examinations at the Vg1 level? In the following, the questions will be 
discussed one by one.  
 
 
The first question I wanted to find out about was: 
 
- What are the examination formats in the different schools? 
 
As described above, I found out that there are in general two different patterns that the 
informant followed, of which pattern one contained a prepared presentation and an 
unprepared conversation. In addition, five informants stated that they in addition included a 
listening test in their examination format.  
 
The second question I wanted to find out about was:  
 
- What kind of guidelines do the teachers have access to? 
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One of the informants says that she creates her own assessment guidelines on the basis of the 
centrally provided assessment guidelines for the written examination; this informant is the 
only one who does not have access to assessment criteria other than the ones she create 
herself. The rest of the seven informants say that they do have guidelines available, three at 
their school and three at county or region level. On the basis of the interviews, it seems that 
the informants who have guidelines available – perhaps especially on county or region level – 
seem to be the least uncertain of what to prioritize with regards to the examination and the 
assessment of it. Indeed, those who have national guidelines all say that the process of 
making common guidelines has been, and still is, time consuming and demanding. However, 
they all agree that the hard work of making guidelines is important since it allows English 
teachers to discuss with each other and in terms increase rater-reliability.  
 
During the interviews it in fact seems that the three who have national guidelines are more 
content with the examination system than those who do not have common guidelines at 
county or regional level. It seems that those who have guidelines only available at their 
school to some extent are satisfied, yet still ask for a higher degree of consistency among 
raters in their region. During an examination, there are two examiners present, of which one 
must be an external examiner. With this in mind, it should be mentioned that even though one 
school have a common set of guidelines, it does not mean that the school from which an 
external examiner comes assess according to the same standards. This might be problematic, 
not only for the local examiner who is to cooperate with the external examiner, but also for 
the candidate herself, as the external examiner ultimately is the one who has the last say in 
what grade the candidate receives. 
 
 
This leads us to the next sub-question that was asked during the interviews: 
 
- To what extent are the teachers content with today’s system? 
 
With regards to the extent the teachers were content or not, various aspects occurred. The 
informant’s mentioned various aspect of the examination that they find challenging, one of 
which was a perhaps inevitable aspect of the examination: the human perspective during the 
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examination, which by its nature makes the oral situation challenging, both for the examiner 
as well as the candidate.  
 
 
Furthermore, the informants all stated, to one extent or the other, that the informants favor the 
idea of national guidelines. One informant, who works in a county with well-formulated 
examination format and assessment guidelines, says that “as long as we have a national 
curriculum, we have to make national assessment criteria,” since the students compete 
against each other at a national level. 
 
 
If national guidelines should be made, the aspect of a document containing too many words 
was mentioned; some informants explicitly mention that if national guidelines are too 
complicated in format, they will be problematic.  
 
 
The last sub-question I wanted to answer during the present study was: 
 
- Which language components and language skills do the teachers find most important 
and least important when assessing? 
 
Initially, the use of a questionnaire was to illuminate this question in a wider way than what 
could be done through the interview. The questionnaire that was developed clearly stated 
language components and asked the informants to indicate their level of agreement to the 
various components. However, as explained in chapter 4 Methodology, the information from 
the questionnaires have not been included into this thesis. Nevertheless, as described in Table 
5.3 Summary of the informants’ assessment components and guideline availability in chapter 
5 Results and analysis sums up various language components that were brought up during the 
interviews. Among these language components were grammar, diction, vocabulary, fluency, 
pronunciation, accent, and intonation, in addition to components such as content relevance, 
factual knowledge. However, almost all of the informants mentioned communication as the 
main component to look for during the examination. No conclusions can be made with 
regards to the aspect of specific language components assessed without further research being 
conducted.  
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Above all, however, the informants all state that even more so than specific linguistic 
components, is the overall impression of the candidate’s performance that is most valuable. 
One examiner explicitly mentions experience as a competence the examiner must have in 




6.5 Limitations and validity of the study 
6.5.1 Limitations of the present study 
The present study has based itself on interviews with seven English teachers with examiner 
experience. They all come from different schools in Norway, representing five of the 
nineteen counties in Norway. The small number of informants, as well as the number of 
counties they represent places limitations on the present study. With this in mind, one can say 
that the results from such a small group of informants are not representative, although they 
might be interesting.  
 
 
6.5.2 Validity of the present study 
The validity of this study is restricted to the number of informants, as only seven informants 
were interviewed for the study. In order to make the study more valid, more informants could 
have been added. Nevertheless, by expanding the amount of informants, one also takes the 
risk of overlooking important aspects from the informants, perhaps because one is uncertain 
of what to look for and what to omit from the study. In this regard, I therefore suggest that a 
future larger study of the same theme should built on knowledge derived from small-scale 
studies, such as the present thesis. In this regard, this low validity study can stand as a 






6.6 Guideline changes 
In 2010, a letter conveying the experiences from the locally administered examination was 
issued, saying that there had been many suggestions as to how the examination could be 
changed, especially with regards to changes in how it is administered (KD 2010a). In 2013, 
the examination guidelines were indeed changed, for instance after a hearing that evoked 
great interest (KD 2013a). The oral examination in the spring of 2013 was conducted 
according to the new guidelines, and a new report presenting the experiences drawn from the 
new examination was issued (KD2013 c). The report states that although changes to the 
examination guidelines have been made, the process of altering the guidelines has not yet 
finished and are yet to be discussed further (KD 2013c). On the basis of this, I will bring 
forth some suggestions as to elements that can be brought into the discussions for further 
development for the guidelines for the locally administered oral examinations, in particular 
the English oral examination.  
 
 
6.6.1 Listening tests 
As of the new examination guidelines of 2013, the usage of listening tests in the examination 
is still voluntary (KD2013c). Although the listening test was elaborated on above, a 
discussion of the listening test as seen in light of the new changes that affect the listening 
tests as an element of the examination. 
 
The new guidelines say that schools may choose to include a listening test or not in their 
examination procedures. The aim of the oral examination is for the student to show his 
competence during the examination, and with this in mind, I argue that the voluntary aspect 
of the usage of listening tests might be problematic. The reason for suggesting this is the 
element of fairness: If a student is allowed to show her competence during the examination in 
three different ways: through a prepared presentation of a theme, an unprepared conversation 
about the theme as well as a listening test; will that not mean that she has a larger platform to 
show her competence on than that of a student who only have two elements in his 
examination? To make a firm statement in this matter can be problematic, more investigation 
about that specific theme should be carried out before coming to any conclusions. 
Nevertheless, I suggest that the lack of consistency in the examination format with regards to 
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6.7 Chapter summary 
In order to provide context, the relevant findings in this chapter have been mentioned and 
discussed according to the theory presented in chapter 2 Speaking and 3 Assessment of the 
present thesis. The reliability and validity of the examination was discussed, before the aspect 
of whether the research questions have been answered was discussed. Lastly, the validity and 
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7 Conclusion 
7.1 Conclusive remarks 
7.1.1 Format 
After investigating the theme of English oral examination at the upper secondary school level 
in Norway, I find that many of my findings agree with the findings of for instance Yildiz 
(2011). The findings suggest that there are still variations with regards to the examination 
format. However, as mentioned in the previous chapter, changes from the UDIR with regards 
to the examination format has been made after the interviews for this study was collected. 
Nevertheless, my findings suggest that the usage of listening tests still is relevant; the usage 
of a listening test as an element of the examination to assess a student to the examination 
constructs is still voluntary (KD 2013a). I suggest that this may be problematic as I argue that 
including a listening test to measure the student’s competence during the examination might 
result in wider opportunities for the candidate to show her competence, compared to those 




Another aspect of the examinations that was discussed in the previous chapter is that of 
guidelines and whether or not guidelines are available. Only one informant of this study 
reported not having access to any guidelines other than her own, the rest had guidelines 
available in either their school or in their county or region. From this, I will draw the 
conclusion that it seems to be arbitrary whether or not there are guidelines available, both 
with regards to examination format guidelines as well as examination assessment guidelines.  
 
 
7.1.3 Validity  
After the results of the findings from the present study has been the examined and discussed, 
it is relevant to pose the question: Are the implications of the variations displayed of such a 
character that they make the current system for local English examinations unfair? Before 
commenting that question, I will go back to what was displayed at the very beginning of the 
thesis, where a certain article suggestion that the system indeed is unfair by displaying the 
reality of a student undertaking an oral examination. This article displays those who are 
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totally dependent on the system for examinations, namely the student himself. It is true that 
every student is given much more than the one grade they receive from an oral examination 
upon graduation, yet nevertheless; the grade they receive is a part of what can determine their 
future. If the variation among examiners is wide, then that can possibly indicate that the 
performance of the students vary as well, perhaps even when the results from the examination 
is the same. In other words, there is a possibility that the validity of the oral examination 
might be weak. 
 
 
7.2 Suggestions for the future  
7.2.1 Looking ahead 
How can the validity of the examination results be strengthened? On the basis of the 
interviews conducted for this survey as well as Fulcher’s suggestions to ensure reliability 
(1997), I suggest that the future should contain a higher degree of rater trainings than that of 
today. However, the suggestive conclusions and suggestions for the future of this thesis 
should be linked to larger studies with a larger amount of informants. 
 
 
7.2.2 Future studies 
As mentioned, the present study is based on merely seven informants. A suggestion for future 
studies of the same subject is that it should include a larger population in order to obtain 
further insight and more reliable findings and conclusions.  
 
 
Another suggestion for a follow-up study can include not only examination examiners as the 
field of interest, but also students – who are the reason why the examination is conducted in 
the first place. It would be interesting to see the views of students with regards to the 
examinations in light of the findings who are so far based on the examiners’ views. 
 
 
The present thesis is a result of data collections based on merely interviews; even through it 
initially was supposed to have collect data through a questionnaire as well. Thus, a 
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suggestion for further research is to conduct surveys where questionnaires are included in 
order to find out more about the specific language components the examiners rate. This could 
for instance be done during an examiner rater training. Others can include questionnaires to 
look further into the specific language components assessed.  
 
 
On the basis of the conclusive remarks stated above, I suggest that the findings from the 
present study thus concord with results from previous studies, for instance that of Yildiz 
(2011). However, further investigation should be conducted in order to illuminate the theme 
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Appendix 1  
 Intervjuguide	  	  	  
Engelsk	  muntlig	  eksamen	  (Vg1	  studieforberedende	  samt	  Vg2	  yrkesfaglige	  program)	  	  	  
A.	  Eksamensformat	  	  	  
1.	  Hvordan	  er	  muntlig	  eksamen	  lagt	  opp	  på	  din	  skole?	  (ev.	  den	  skolen	  du	  har	  mest	  
erfaring	  fra)	  -­‐	  format	  -­‐	  selve	  eksaminasjonen	  -­‐	  forberedelse?	  	  	  
B.	  Retningslinjer	  
	  
2.	  Hva	  legger	  du	  til	  grunn	  når	  karakteren	  settes?	  -­‐	  eksplisitte	  kriterier?	  -­‐	  kompetansemål?	  
	  
3.	  Hva	  er	  med	  på	  å	  bestemme	  hvordan	  du	  setter	  karakteren?	  -­‐	  veiledninger	  eller	  vurderingskriterier	  lokalt?	  -­‐	  veiledninger	  eller	  vurderingskriterier	  sentralt	  i	  fylket?	  -­‐	  ingenting?	  	  -­‐	  sensors	  rolle	  	  -­‐	  hvem	  lager	  de	  spesifikke	  vurderingskriteriene?	  -­‐	  får	  elevene	  vite	  om	  disse?	  	  	  
C.	  Tilfreds	  med	  dagens	  system?	  	  
	  
4.	  Hva	  ser	  du	  på	  som	  utfordrende	  ved	  vurdering	  av	  muntlig	  eksamen?	  -­‐	  for	  eksempel	  i	  forhold	  til	  skriftlig?	  	  
5.	  Hadde	  det	  vært	  nyttig	  med	  nasjonale	  vurderingskriterier	  ved	  vurdering	  og	  
karaktersetting	  av	  muntlig	  eksamen?	  -­‐	  forklar	  hvorfor/hvorfor	  ikke	  -­‐	  nivåbeskrivelser?	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År	  aktiv	  som	  ekstern	  sensor:	  
	  
























Vurdering	  av	  muntlige	  ferdigheter	  –	  muntlig	  eksamen	  engelsk	  vg1	  




1.1	  Har	  du	  selv	  hatt	  opp	  grupper	  til	  muntlig	  eksamen	  	  i	  Vg1/2	  engelsk?	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   Ja	  r	   Nei	  r	  
1.2	  Har	  du	  vært	  eksaminator	  til	  Vg1/2	  engelsk?	  	   	   	   	   Ja	  r	   Nei	  r	  
1.3	  Har	  du	  vært	  sensor	  til	  Vg1/2	  engelsk?	  	  	   	   	   	   Ja	  r	   Nei	  r	  
1.4	  Arbeider	  du	  bare	  på	  yrkesfaglig	  programområde?	   	   	   Ja	  r	   Nei	  r	  
1.5	  Arbeider	  du	  bare	  på	  studieforberedende	  programområde?	   Ja	  r	   Nei	  r	  
1.6	  Arbeider	  du	  bare	  på	  både	  yrkesfaglig	  og	  studiespesialiserende	  	  programområder?	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   Ja	  r	   Nei	  r	  
1.7	  Har	  du	  deltatt	  på	  kurs	  om	  muntlig	  vurdering	  i	  engelsk?	   	   Ja	  r	   Nei	  r	  	  	  	  	  
	  90	  
1.8	  Hvor	  ofte	  har	  du	  vært	  eksaminator/sensor	  på	  muntlig	  eksamen	  i	  engelsk	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  på	  Vg1/2-­‐nivå?	   	   	  	   Aldri	  r	   1-­‐2	  ganger	  r	   	   3-­‐5	  ganger	  r	   	   6	  ganger	  eller	  mer	  r	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  




2.	  Vurdering	  av	  muntlig	  engelsk	  eksamen	  generelt	  	  
	  
2.1	  Språkbruk	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  uenig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  enig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	   Vet	  ikke	  
2.1.1	  Et	  godt	  og	  variert	  ordforråd	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
2.1.2	  Tydelig	  uttale	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
2.1.3	  God	  “native	  speaker”-­‐uttale	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
2.1.4	  God	  språkflyt	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  (dvs.	  sammenhengende	  
tale	  uten	  for	  mye	  nøling	  og	  for	  mange	  unaturlige	  pauser)	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
2.1.5	  Situasjonstilpasset	  språk	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter	  .(dvs.	  språk	  
som	  svarer	  til	  sjangerkonvensjonene	  for	  en	  formell	  setting).	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
2.1.6	  Grammatisk	  korrekt	  språk	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  en	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
2.1.7	  Bruk	  av	  tekstbindere	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
2.1.8	  KOMMENTARER	  /	  ANDRE	  VIKTIGE	  FORHOLD:	  _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	  
2.1.9	  	  Vi	  du	  si	  at	  enkelte	  av	  disse	  punktene	  (kriteriene)	  veier	  tyngre	  i	  karaktersettingen	  enn	  andre?	   Ja	  r	   	   	   	  	  	  Nei	  	  r	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Vet	  ikke	  	  	  r	  	  	  Hvis	  ja,	  hvilke	  tre	  kriterier	  i	  del	  2	  anser	  du	  som	  viktigst?	  1	  står	  som	  viktigst	  og	  3	  som	  mindre	  viktig.	  
	  1.	  __________________________	  2.	  __________________________	  3.	  __________________________	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3.	  Vurdering	  av	  presentasjonsdelen	  
3.1	  Innhold	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  uenig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  enig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	   Vet	  ikke	  
3.1.1	  Et	  relevant	  innhold	  i	  presentasjonen	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter	  .	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.1.2	  Et	  fyldig	  innhold	  i	  presentasjonen	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.1.3	  Kreativitet	  i	  utformingen	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter	  .	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.1.4	  Evne	  til	  å	  reflektere	  over	  stoffet	  i	  presentasjonen	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.1.5	  God	  bruk	  av	  kilder	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.1.6	  Kandidater	  som	  har	  brukt	  mye	  tid	  på	  å	  forberede	  presentasjonen,	  skal	  få	  uttelling	  for	  dette.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
3.1.6	  KOMMENTARER	  /	  ANDRE	  VIKTIGE	  FORHOLD:	  _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	  
	  
	  
3.2	  Visuelle	  hjelpemidler	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  uenig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  enig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	   Vet	  ikke	  
3.2.1	  Bruk	  av	  visuelle	  hjelpemidler	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter	  .	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.2.2	  Tekniske	  hjelpemidler	  (f.eks.	  PowerPoint	  der	  kandidaten	  bruker	  
mange	  funksjoner)	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter	  .	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.2.3	  Visuelle	  hjelpemidler	  (lysark,	  PowerPoint	  lysbilder	  e.l.)	  med	  mange	  språklige	  feil	  trekker	  karakteren	  ned.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.2.4.	  Evne	  til	  å	  utdype	  punktene	  på	  lysbildene	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.2.5.	  Variasjon	  i	  presentasjonsformer	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  





3.3	  Fremføring	  av	  presentasjonen	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  uenig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  enig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	   Vet	  ikke	  
3.3.1	  God	  flyt,	  tempo	  og	  rytme	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.3.2	  Å	  kunne	  frigjøre	  seg	  fra	  manus	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter	  .	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.3.3	  Å	  vise	  kreativitet	  i	  fremføringen	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter	  .	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.3.4	  Å	  kunne	  snakke	  tilstrekkelig	  høyt	  og	  tydelig	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.3.5	  Godt	  kroppsspråk	  (herunder	  god	  øyekontakt)	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  toppkarakter.	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.3.6	  God	  struktur	  i	  fremføringen	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.3.7	  Kandidater	  som	  ikke	  er	  viser	  nervøsitet	  under	  fremføringen	  skal	  få	  uttelling	  for	  dette.	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.3.8	  Engasjement	  hos	  kandidaten	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  
3.3.9	  Bruk	  av	  digitale	  hjelpemidler	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  
	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
	  
3.3.10	  KOMMENTARER	  /	  ANDRE	  VIKTIGE	  FORHOLD:	  ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	  
	  
3.3.11	  Vi	  du	  si	  at	  enkelte	  av	  disse	  punktene	  (kriteriene)	  veier	  tyngre	  i	  karaktersettingen	  enn	  andre?	   	   Ja	  r	   	   	   Nei	  	  r	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Vet	  ikke	  	  	  r	  	  Hvis	  ja,	  hvilke	  tre	  kriterier	  i	  del	  3	  anser	  du	  som	  viktigst?	  1	  står	  som	  viktigst	  og	  3	  som	  mindre	  viktig.	  
	  1.	  __________________________	  2.	  __________________________	  3.	  __________________________	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4.	  Vurdering	  av	  interaksjonsdelen	  (samtaledelen)	  
4.1	  Innhold	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  uenig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  enig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	   Vet	  ikke	  
4.1.1	  Evne	  til	  å	  gjengi	  fakta	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
4.1.2	  Evne	  til	  å	  reflektere	  over	  innhold	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
4.1.3	  Evne	  til	  å	  trekke	  inn	  lærestoff	  fra	  skoleåret	  i	  samtalen	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
4.1.4	  Relevant	  innhold	  i	  samtalen	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
KOMMENTARER	  /	  ANDRE	  VIKTIGE	  FORHOLD:	  ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	  	  
	  
4.2	  Språklig	  samhandling	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  uenig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Helt	  enig	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	   Vet	  ikke	  
4.2.1	  Evne	  til	  å	  lytte	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
4.2.2	  Å	  ta	  initiativ	  til	  å	  delta	  i	  samtalen	  er	  viktig	  for	  å	  få	  toppkarakter.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
4.2.3	  Dersom	  en	  kandidat	  gir	  lite	  respons	  vil	  det	  trekke	  ned	  på	  karakteren.	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
	  
4.2.4	  KOMMENTARER	  /	  ANDRE	  VIKTIGE	  FORHOLD:	  _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	  
4.2.5	  Vi	  du	  si	  at	  enkelte	  av	  disse	  punktene	  (kriteriene)	  veier	  tyngre	  i	  karaktersettingen	  enn	  andre?	   	   Ja	  r	   	   	   	  	  Nei	  	  r	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Vet	  ikke	  r	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Hvis	  ja,	  hvilke	  tre	  kriterier	  i	  del	  4	  anser	  du	  som	  viktigst?	  1	  står	  som	  viktigst	  og	  3	  som	  mindre	  viktig.	  
	  1.	  __________________________	  2.	  __________________________	  3.	  __________________________	  	  	  	  	  
Hvis	  du	  har	  andre	  kommentarer	  til	  spørreskjemaet,	  bruk	  gjerne	  





Takk	  for	  at	  du	  tok	  deg	  tid	  til	  å	  svare	  på	  spørreskjemaet!	  
	  
	  
 
